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This study is a quantitative exploration of student use of their university's social 
media accounts at a mid-sized Midwestern institution. The survey was conducted via 
Qualtrics and was emailed to all undergraduate on-campus students. T-tests showed that 
differences in reason for use existed across gender, race, and first-generation status. Chi 
Square test results showed a statistically significant gap between the amount of White 
and non-White students following institutional social media accounts. Descriptive 
statistics also indicated that lack of awareness is the driving reason students do not follow 
institutional social media accounts. Recommendations were made to increase 
advertisement of social media accounts, increase presence on Snapchat, prioritize 
information sharing posts, and focus on engaging minoritized races on campus. 
Suggestions for future research include replication, researching students at different 
stages in the recruitment process, and further researching connecting with diverse 
students via social media. 
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CHAPTE R I 
Introduction 
Over the past 10 years social media use has increased drastically around the 
world. However, no age demographic has as saturated social media engagement as the 
Millennial Generation and upcoming Generation Z (Greenwood, Perrin & Duggan, 
2016). As of 2015, 88% of US adults ages 1 8  to 29 use social media (Greenwood et al., 
2016). These sites are also used with immense frequency, with 76% of adults reporting 
they check Facebook daily (Greenwood et al., 201 6). Instagram follows behind as the 
second most frequently checked application with 5 1  % of adult users checking it daily 
(Greenwood et al., 2016). As the Millennial Generation and Generation Z make their 
way through college, researchers have begun to look at how social media impacts a 
student's college experience, much of their research focused on their use of personal 
accounts. 
However, personal social media accounts are only one part of what social media 
is used for. Sites such as Facebook are powerful marketing and community building 
tools. In an attempt to meet students where they are at, most colleges and universities 
have begun operating institutional social media accounts. The Campus Computing 
survey found that 97% of colleges and universities polled have a campus Facebook and 
95% a campus Twitter account (Green, 2015). While students may use social media to 
connect with friends, brands, including universities, create social media accounts to share 
their products or services. These platforms are used to recruit new students, connect with 
current students, and inform other stakeholders such as the surrounding community or 
alumni. 
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Whenever student affairs professionals begin to utilize a new tactic to connect 
with students, goals need to be established and results assessed. Those running social 
media accounts should ask themselves "How do I increase engagement?", "What do 
students want from this site?", or "How can I best reach my audience?" Without 
assessment it is difficult to determine whether higher education's use of social media is 
meeting their goals. In the Campus Computing survey, only 48.4% of participating 
institutions had a strategic plan for their institutional social media (Green, 2015). 
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this research was to investigate undergraduate students' use of 
institutional social media and how that use impacts their college experience. This study 
also looked to see if certain demographic groups used social media differently. How 
students use social media to impact their college experience will help universities 
consider what resources should be directed towards this aspect of their relationship with 
their students. 
Research Questions 
RQ 1 : What institutional and personal social media accounts/platforms do undergraduate 
students use with the most frequency? 
RQ 2: In what ways do undergraduate students use social media to impact their college 
experience? 
RQ 3: How are marginalized student populations using institutional social media in 
comparison to their majority peers? 
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H ypothesis 
1 :  The researcher hypothesized the institution's Facebook account will be the most 
popular social media platform used by students, followed by Instagram, Snapchat, and 
Twitter accounts. 
2: The researcher hypothesized that students are predominately using university social 
media to learn about events on campus. 
3: The researcher hypothesized that students of color will use Twitter for information 
sharing at higher rates, while reasons for Facebook use will be similar across students. 
Signifi cance of Study 
It is common practice for universities to put time and capital into social media 
accounts as a means of connecting to their student population (Green, 2015). Social 
media is used to recruit students to the university and provide them with information 
about the campus. In addition to sharing information, social media is also used to create 
and maintain relationships between content providers and consumers. 
3 
Research has suggested that social media use can translate to social capital, an 
important predictor of integration to a college campus (Gray, Vitak, Easton & Ellison, 
2013; Wohn, Ellison, Khan, Fewins-Bliss & Gray, 2013). However, the impact of social 
media created by colleges and universities is a less explored topic. Certain groups of 
students are more likely to experience lower social capital, such as first generation and 
minoritized students (Perna & Titus, 2005). Researchers such as Wohn et al. (2013) have 
found some evidence that social capital created by social media continues to perpetuate 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 4 
this gap in low social capital students. Universities cannot control for the impact of 
students' private social media use; however, they may be able to help mitigate the effects 
through their institutional social media accounts. In order for universities to effectively 
provide resources to students, they must understand what type of interactions and 
information students are seeking from different platforms and which students are using 
this information. 
Other research on social media has raised concerns that a gap exists between why 
people use certain social media sites and the content that organizations provide them 
(Baird & Parasnis, 201 1 ;  Linvill, Rowlett, & Kolind, 2015). In order to effectively 
provide resources to students, institutions must understand why students follow them on 
different accounts and what they expect to be provided across different platforms. While 
data provided by social media accounts convey if someone views a post or reacts to it, 
how the posts impact them remains unknown. 
L im itations of S tudy 
Social media is a rapidly changing and growing field. Most current available 
research focuses on student use of Facebook with platforms such as Instagrarn and 
Snapchat being relatively new, released in 20 1 0  and 201 1 respectively (Bemazzani, 
2017; Digital Trends, 2016). Additionally, social media features are constantly changing 
as sites try to match their competitors. For example, Facebook, Twitter, and Instagrarn 
have all added a live feature in the past two years (Majaski, 2016; Read, 2016; Weil, 
201 5). New sites become available, older platforms shut down, and current sites change 
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their features so often it makes it difficult for research on this topic to avoid becoming 
rapidly outdated. 
5 
The sample of this study consisted only of one university's undergraduate student 
population which may limit applicability to other institutions. Additionally, the research 
site used is currently working to mitigate a downward trend in enrollment so their use of 
social media may appear different from universities who have different recruitment and 
retention goals. 
In order run independent t-tests and Chi-Square tests, racial data was merged into 
two groups: nonminority and minority. While this provided interesting insight into who 
follows institutional platforms, it ignores the differences between different racial minority 
groups. In order to better understand the relationship between race and institutional social 
media use a study would need to be conducted where large enough sample sizes are 
collected to run ANOVA tests for different racial groups. Finally, due to the nature of the 
instrument used, the researcher used a conservative correction to protect against type 1 
errors, which limited the amount of data that was considered statistically significant. 
Defi nition of Terms 
Relations hip marketing theory. "[E]stablishing, developing, and maintaining 
successful relationship changes" in the context of marketing (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 
S ocial capital. '' [T]he sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an 
individual or a group by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less 
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition'' (Bourdieu & 
Wacquant, 1992). 
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S ocial integration. "Students' actual degrees of connectedness with other 
students-can be readily measured with knowledge of the universe of students' on-campus 
associations" (Thomas, 2000). 
S ocial m edia. "Web-based and mobile applications that allow individuals and 
organizations to create, engage, and share new user-generated (e.g., personal photos, 
videos, writing) or existing (e.g., news, radio, television) content in digital environments 
through multiway communication." (Davis, Deil-Amen, Rios-Aguilar & Sacramento 
Gonzalez Canche, 201 5). 
Departm ental social m edia. Social media (as defined above) that is operated 
and/or funded by a specific department at a university, intended to represent a specific 
department. 
Inst itutional social m edia. Social media (as defined above) that is operated 
and/or funded by a university which intends to represent that university as a whole. 
S oci al Media Term s 
While many social media sites share common features such as "liking" these 
features are presented or named differently across various platforms. In order to provide a 
common language for this study, specific terms in the context of social media are defined 
in this section. 
E ngage. When a social media user likes, comments, follows, direct messages, or 
reposts from an organization's page. 
F eed. The page a user can scroll to see content from users they follow. 
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Follow. When a social media user utilizes a built-in feature to receive updates 
from another user or organization's page to their feed. 
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React. The lowest level of engagement a user can do on a post, directly 
indicating an emotional reaction. While this reaction is normally positive and frequently 
represented by a heart or like, sites such as Facebook have recently increased the range of 
reactions available to users. 
L urk. When a user who follows an account does not engage with a post or page 
beyond reading or viewing content. If a social media platform does not provide data on 
views, professionals may not be aware of users who consume their content through 
lurking (Riva, Wiederhold, & Cipresso, 2016). 
Repost. The act of sharing content from another user to one's personal wall. 
Through a repost, other users can see where the content was originally posted on the site. 
Wall. The page(s) on a social media site that contains profile information about a 
user and the user's posts and reposts. 
S ummary 
Social media is rapidly growing and changing (Greenwood et al., 2016). The 
cohort of students who are currently enrolled or will soon enroll in higher education grew 
up in a different world where social media was embedded in their social framework. This 
creates a new model for universities to utilize to reach their students. Most higher 
education institutions have begun using social media to do just that (Green, 2015). 
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However, there is much more research that needs to be done on what students want from 
institutional social media for universities to improve the experiences of their students. 
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CHAPTE R  II 
This chapter is a review of literature that focuses on faculty, college administrator, 
and student social media use. Research on higher education social media has primarily 
focused on content analysis of university social media and quantitative research on social 
media's impact on social capital. The history of social media, Tinto's theory of 
departure, and marketing relationship theory are used to provide context to higher 
education's role in the rapidly changing world of social media and relationship building's 
role in student retention. National demographics of users, social capital's relationship 
with social media, and university administrator social media use is reviewed in this 
section. 
H istory of S ocial Media 
As computers, and therefore the internet, became more accessible to the average 
American in the 1980's, the precursors to social media began to appear (Digital Trends, 
2016). The start of social media can be traced to the initial Bulletin Board Systems 
created in the 1 970s, an online system where users could share files and communicate 
(Digital Trends, 2016). Others cite SixDegrees.com, created in 1997, as the first true 
social media site (Hendricks, 2013; History Cooperative, n.d.). Social media began to 
gain popularity in the early 2000's when Friendster, MySpace, Linkedln, and Facebook 
were released (Digital Trends, 2016; Hendricks, 2013). In the short time since their 
release, the social media landscape has changed drastically. Friendster has ceased to 
exist, MySpace has declined in popularity and is now primarily used by musicians, 
Linkedln has 467 million users, and Facebook has become the most used social media 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 
site in the world with 2.2 billion active users (Digital Trends, 2016; Statista, 2017; 
Statista, 2018). 
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Facebook, like many other social media sites, started on a university campus 
(Digital Trends, 2016). In 2004, Mark Zuckerberg created thefacebook.com, which 
allowed Harvard students to create a profile in order to connect to other students (Bugger, 
2015). Eventually, Facebook became open to other universities and later the general 
public. In 2004, advertisements emerged on the website, which are now an integral part 
of Facebook's business model (Bugger, 2015). In 2007, Facebook allowed organizations 
to create pages that were public to users that could be "liked" and followed (Bugger, 
2015). This was the beginning of a more functional way for organizations to share 
information and advertise to their customers. Like other sites, Facebook has continued to 
evolve and offer new features to their site. One feature of Facebook that has been 
credited for its overall success is the ability for third-party developers to create 
applications within Facebook (Digital Trends, 2016). These applications give users the 
opportunity to play games, participate in contests, and connect with friends in unique 
ways. Facebook currently allows users to connect to friends and organizations by 
posting, liking posts, and reposting from others. Users may connect to others through 
groups, events, games, buying and selling, and more. In a post, users can create text 
posts, video, live video, fundraisers, and ask for recommendations. Users can add more 
detail to their posts by tagging a location, their friends, and even their feelings or 
activities. 
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Twitter was created several years after Facebook, in 2006 (Hendricks, 2013). 
Twitter was unique from other platforms in that it originally limited users to 140 
characters per post (Twitter, n.d.). Another unique feature developed by Twitter is the 
use of the hashtag, which has since been adopted by other platforms like Instagram and 
Facebook. Users currently use hashtags as a way to make their posts available to others 
who are looking for posts about a specific topic without requiring them to follow 
individual accounts. While the hashtag was used in other forms on the internet, the 
hashtag as it is now used today on most platforms started on Twitter in 2007 (Cooper, 
2012). Twitter has become a popular source to share information, with topics ranging 
from celebrity updates to breaking amateur news (Twitter, n.d.). Twitter began to 
monetize their site in 2010 with advertisements called "Promoted Tweets", offering a 
new way for organizations to reach their audience (Twitter, n.d.). 
1 1  
Instagram, a photo social platform, was created in 2010 and was purchased by 
Face book in 2012 (Woods, 2013). Instagram allows users to edit and post photos and 
video. Unlike other platforms, Instagram does not have a repost option. In order to share 
content users can use Instagram's newly created messaging service or a third-party 
application. As Instagram has grown, it has added hashtags, new forms of editing, 
messaging, stories, and advertisements (Woods, 2013). lnstagram currently has 800 
million active users (Statista, 2017). 
Snapchat, under the name Picaboo, was created by two college students from 
Stanford University in 2011 (Bemazzani, 2017). Snapchat originally offered users a way 
to send photos that disappeared after a specified time one on one to other users. Later, 
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Snapchat added video and the ability to post snaps that could be viewed by all friends for 
24 hours called Stories. Now, Snapchat has a messaging feature, advertisements, and 
provides real time locations of friends through Snap Maps. Snapchat released its first 
advertisement in 2014, years after Face book, Twitter, and Instagram (Bemazzani, 2017). 
In 201 5  Snapchat launched Discover, a page that gave users easy access to a variety of 
publishers and advertisements (Bemazzani, 2017). Snapchat has continued to add new 
ways for users to add graphics and manipulate snaps through Geofilters, Lenses, and 
Bitmojis. 
Each social media site offers a different way for users to share their world. Other 
sites specialize in professional connections (Linkedln), Do-It-Yourself projects 
(Pinterest), or sharing video clips (Y ouTube ). While sites work to keep their services 
unique, they also compete with other social media sites and may mimic each other's 
features. For example, while Twitter started the hashtag in 2007, Instagram made it 
available to users in 2011, and Facebook started in 2013 (Loeb, 2016; Educational 
Technology, 2015). An even quicker adoption of features can be seen in the addition of a 
live video feature (Majaski, 201 6; Read, 2016; Weil, 2015). Twitter launched a live video 
feature called Periscope in March 2015, Facebook followed in February 2016, and 
Instagram in October 20 1 7  (Majaski, 2016; Read, 2016; Weil, 2015). While the Story 
feature on Snapchat once made it unique from other popular platforms, in 201 6  Instagram 
added this feature, with Facebook following in 20 1 7  (Cohen, 2017; Constine, 201 6). As 
social media sites continue to rapidly develop and change, it is difficult to predict how 
these sites will be used or who will be using them. 
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Dem ographic U se 
While Facebook dominates the market across all demographics, certain groups are 
more likely to use other social media sites over others (Krogstand, 2015). In order to 
effectively reach students, universities should align institutional social media efforts with 
student use. Differences in use between race, education background, and gender are 
outlined in this section. 
Role of race in social m edia use. From 2006 to 2018 overall use of social media 
sites has increased relatively evenly across Latinx, White, and Black users (Pew Research 
Center, 2018). In 2010, 40% of Latinx participants polled used social media, 47% of 
White Americans, and 41 % of Black participants (Pew Research Center, 2018). In 2018 
72% of Latinx participants were on social media, 68% of White participants, and 69% of 
Black participants (Pew Research Center, 2018). Regarding individual platforms, 
Y ouTube is the most used platform by internet users regardless of race and Face book the 
second most used (Pew Research Center, 2018). Instagram is the second most popular 
social media site for Black internet users (Pew Research Center, 2018). Meanwhile, for 
White internet users Pinterest and lnstagram were equally most frequently used behind 
Y ouTube and Facebook (Pew Research Center, 2018). WhatsApp was third most popular 
among Latnix users (Pew Research Center, 2018). Twitter and Linkedln is also more 
popular among White and Black internet users than their Latnix peers (Krogstand, 2015). 
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Table 1.1 
Social Media Use by Race and Gender 2018 
Latnix White Black Male Female 
Face book 73% 67% 70% 62% 74% 
Ins ta gram 38% 32% 43% 30% 39% 
Linkedln 13% 26% 28% 25% 25% 
Twitter 20% 24% 26% 23% 24% 
Pinterest 23% 32% 23% 16% 41% 
Snapchat 31% 24% 36% 23% 31% 
YouTube 78% 71% 76% 75% 72% 
WhatsApp 49% 14% 21% 20% 24% 
Source: Adapted from Pew Research Center. (2018). Social media fact sheet. Pew 
Research Center. Retrieved April 13, 2018 from http://www.pewintemet.org/fact-
sheet/ social-media. 
Research has been conducted on the prevalence of Black Twitter users, a 
phenomenon referred to as "Black Twitter" (Cumberbath & Trujillo-Paga, 2016). Andre 
Brock (2012) found in his research that Black Twitter has become part of a social and 
cultural community. Twitter is an avenue for "open-ended community building" in "real-
time" for Black users (Brock, 2012). Cumberbath and Trujillo-Paga (2016) describe 
social media as a space for victims to "challenge, reframe, and reinscribe representations" 
that have been placed on Black individuals. Additionally, Twitter and social media are a 
space where allies can express solidarity (Cumberbath & Trujillo-Paga, 2016). Brock 
(2012) also noted that on Black Twitter hashtags are used for more than aggregating 
conversations, they are used as a call to action. Similarly, a national study of Latinx use 
in the wake of the DREAM Act 2012 campaign found that social media use can empower 
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young Latinx as "information leaders" (McDeviit & Sindorf, 2014). McDeviit and 
Sindorf (2014) found that Latinxs parents however were less likely to encourage political 
engagement or expressing opinions in this format. 
Current social media research based on racial demographics has not provided 
information on smaller populations such as Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, or 
multiracial Americans. For example, one recent Pew Research Center survey was unable 
to collect a large enough sample size of some races' use of specific sites to include the 
data in their findings (Pew Research Center, 2018). Other polls reported only Latinx, 
White, and Black social media users (American Press Institute, 2015; Krogstand, 2015). 
Role of educa tion and age in social m edia use. Education level and age also has 
a profound impact on social media use (Pew Research Center, 2018). Participants 
between the age of 18 and 29 and participants who had some college education were both 
more likely to use Facebook, Instagram, Pinterest, and Twitter than the average adult in 
the population (Pew Research Center, 2018). Instagram showed the largest difference in 
use, with 59% of participants aged 18 to 29 using Instagram compared to 28% of the 
general population (Pew Research Center, 2018). According to the National Center for 
Education Statistics (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017) 40% of college students are ages 18 to 24 
in 2015. However, research on age and social media generally groups ages as 18 to 29, 
which leaves no national statistics available on the specific 18 to 24 demographic. 
Education level also has an impact on whether someone chooses to produce digital 
content (Schradie, 2011 ). In Schradie' s (2011) research, education level was a better 
predictor of digital content production than age, race, location, ethnicity, gender, or 
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student-status. Possession of a college education was the best predictor of whether a user 
would create content (Scbradie, 2011 ). Previous research has expressed concern that 
technology literacy may create a gap in who produces content, causing lower income 
individuals to have little voice in the online world (as cited in Schradie, 2011). 
Role of gender in social m edia use. Current research shows gender has an 
impact on the overall use of social media, and differences continue emerge when 
considering which platforms those users prefer (Greenwood, Perrin & Duggan, 2016; 
Perrin, 2015). As of 2018, 73% of women use social media in comparison to 65% of men 
(Pew Research Center, 2018). Women are substantially more likely than men to use 
Pinterest, Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat with the largest difference in use with 
Pinterest, where 41 % of women use it in comparison to 16% of men (Pew Research 
Center, 2018). YouTube is the only platform found to have a higher percentage of men 
than women using it, with 75% of men using it compared to 72% of women (Pew 
Research Center, 2018). Twitter and Linkedln were documented as having the smallest 
difference in use, 1 % and 0% respectively (Pew Research Center, 2018). While this 
research reveals that men and women have different levels of engagement with different 
social platforms, it does not explain why participants are using these platforms. Other 
studies on how gender impacts social media use has been researched using smaller 
sample sizes, limiting the generalizability of their research (Miller, 2017; Rialti, Zollo, 
Pellegrini, & Ciappei, 2017; Lim, Lim, and Heinrichs, 2014). 
One way brands attempt to form closer relationships with consumers is creating 
brand loyalty on social media, as discussed in the theoretical framework section (Moretti 
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& Tuan, 2013). As brands attempt to connect with their audience, researchers have 
studied how gender impacts the forming of this relationship, however studies have been 
conflicting (Rialti et al., 2017; Lim, Lim, and Heinrichs, 2014). Ritalti (2017) and his 
colleagues found no difference in satisfaction with brand loyalty on social media between 
genders, while Lim, Lim and Heinrichs (2014) saw higher satisfaction levels amongst 
women. Lim, Lim, and Heinrichs (2014) also found no difference in perceived security 
between genders, defined as feelings of safety or trust users feel with using a site. 
Meanwhile, Rialti et al., (2017) found engagement increased brand loyalty in male 
consumers, while women were more likely to effectively recommend a brand they were 
loyal to. 
National statistics on transgender and nonbinary students' use of social media 
were not provided in Pew Research data. However, one qualitative study of LGBTQ+ 
students with disabilities found common themes of validation, identity making, and 
involvement among those who used social media or participated in other online 
communities (Miller, 2017). While participants offered mostly positive feedback about 
their experience, some did express concerns about negativity in the community and an 
online community's inability to substitute for in person interaction (Miller, 2017). 
Social media is growing at a rapid pace, but not equally across all demographics. 
Race, age, education, income, and gender all impact how Americans use social media and 
what social media they use. In order to reach a wide variety of students, it is important to 
consider how the demographics of different populations may change the best way to 
communicate with them. The importance of reaching students on social media is beyond 
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marketing a university, since research has demonstrated that the use of social media can 
have real world impactions on a student's college experience. 
S ocial Capital 
In much of higher education and social media research, the theory of social capital 
has been used as a framework to explain how social media can positively impact students 
(DeAndrea, Ellison, LaRose, Steinfrield, & Fiore, 2012; Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 
2007; Gray et al., 2013; Ruud, 2013; Wohn et al., 2013). Social capital is the theory that 
the social networks that people create or inherit have the potential to provide resources 
"beyond the individual's personal capital" (Lin, 1999). Colloquially, this has been 
referred to as "it's not what you know, but who you know." Social capital is a way that 
regardless of actual capital, communities can support members (Woolcock & Narayan, 
2000). This can have a tremendous impact on a student's academic career. The 
connections built through a student's social capital can help them better understand the 
norms of college and how to access university resources (Dika & Singh, 2002). While 
social capital is a theoretical concept, quantitative researchers have created instruments 
for measuring social capital on a five-point Likert scale. 
Past research has expressed concern about social media's impact on society, such 
as worries about safety, bullying, or addiction (Valenzuela, Park, & Kee, 2009, 2009). 
While initial research was mixed, as social media has continued to develop, positive 
correlations between social media use and GPA have begun to be seen (Junco, 2012). 
Social capital has been used to explain how online interactions can translate into real 
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world benefits. A study by Ellison, Steinfield, and Lampe (2007) found a strong 
correlation between social capital and social media use in college students. 
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Ellison, et al. (2007) considered Facebook's impact on three forms of social 
capital: bonding, bridging, and maintained. Bridging social capital creates networks 
between different communities, while bonding social capital creates ties within a 
community (Woolcock & Narayan, 2000). Bridging social capital are loose connections 
between individuals, while bonding social capital exists in closer relationships like 
families, differentiated by Putnam (2000). Maintained social capital was introduced by 
Ellison, et al. (2007) to describe "the ability to maintain valuable connections as one 
progresses through life and changes." These three forms of social capital all proved to 
have a strong positive association with Facebook usage. Facebook usage was determined 
through the Facebook Intensity Scale (FIS) which has been used in many articles 
following Ellison, et al.'s (2007) research to measure the emotional connection to and 
daily integration of Facebook. Later qualitative research conducted by Vitak and Ellison 
(2012) supported the concept that students received social support through social media. 
Their participants also expressed concerns about the sincerity of online support and 
challenges in maintaining privacy (Vitak & Ellison, 2012). 
Facebook use also appeared to have a positive relationship with self-esteem and 
life satisfaction, both of which have been attributed to social capital (Ellison et al., 2007). 
Additionally, Ellison et al. (2007) found that respondents to their survey primarily used 
Facebook to keep in contact with people they already knew and interacted with offline, 
which Rudd (2013) confirmed in his research. Bridging social capital strongly correlated 
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with student satisfaction with life at college. While Ellison et al.' s (2007) research took 
place over ten years ago during a drastically different social media landscape, researchers 
have continued to find a positive correlation between the use of Facebook and social 
capital. 
Just a few years later, Valenzuela, Park, & Kee (2009) researched social media 
use and social capital's relationship with life satisfaction and social trust using a similar 
model. Valenzuela (2009) and her colleagues found that Facebook intensity positively 
related to life satisfaction and social trust, crediting social capital for this affect. 
Additionally, a correlation was found between political engagement and Facebook 
intensity in individuals who had scored high in trust (Valenzuela, Park, & Kee, 2009). 
Ruud (2013) found that undergraduate participants who used Facebook did so to 
stay in contact with high school friends and experienced a positive impact on their sense 
of belonging at their university. Using the FIS, Ruud (2013) found a strong correlation 
between the intensity of Facebook use and feelings of social support and university 
belonging. Comparing data to Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe's (2007) study, Ruud found 
an increase in the amount ofFacebook friends and frequency of daily use. This suggests 
that an increase in the connections students were making, and the amount of time they 
were spending on the site, resulted in greater levels of belonging for students. 
In their research Gray et al. (2013) explored if the social capital obtained from 
social media use can have a positive impact on first year college transition. Their 
research found that the higher numbers of Facebook friends and increased use of 
Facebook to collaborate with classmates had a positive relationship with social support 
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and adjustment (Gray et al., 2013). Social adjustment was also shown to have a positive 
relationship with persistence at the university (Gray et al., 201 3). Gray et al. (2013) and 
Ruud (2013) expressed hope that practitioners could use Facebook to equalize social 
adjustment in minoritized groups. 
Overall, this body of research demonstrated that the impact of interaction on 
social media is not limited to the internet. What students do online has a positive impact 
on areas proven to impact college student success. Social media positively impacts sense 
of belonging, access to resources, and other key elements outlined by theorists such as 
Tinto (1993) and Kuh et al. (2006). Additionally, several of these studies raised concerns 
about how this impact may differ in students from minoritized backgrounds. If students 
can build social capital through their personal use of social media, some researchers 
began to ask if universities could use social media as a tool to share information or build 
relationships to promote student success (Clark, Fine, & Scheuer, 2017� Amador & 
Amador, 2014). 
S ocial Media as an I nform ational Tool 
Like much of the research before them, Alhabash and Ma (201 7) crafted their 
study about college student social media use on Ellison and their colleagues' work. 
Alhabash and Ma (2017) applied Ellison, Steinfield and Lampe's (2007) FIS to Twitter, 
Instagram, and Snapchat in addition to Facebook. Alhabash and Ma (2017) also created a 
measurement for user motivations, which they broke into eight categories: convenience, 
entertainment, information sharing, passing time, medium appeal, self-documentation, 
self-expression, and social interaction. Participants ranked entertainment and convenience 
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as the top two reasons for using social media (Alhabash and Ma, 2017). Meanwhile, 
information sharing ranked last in motivation for using Twitter, Instagram, and Snapchat 
(Alhabash and Ma, 2017). On Facebook however, information sharing ranked fifth, and 
on Twitter sixth (Alhabash and Ma, 2017). 
Several older studies have found promise in Facebook's ability to promote 
information gathering and sharing (Stutzman, 2011; Vitak & Ellison, 2012). It has been 
suggested that social media offers social and informational support to students, which 
could help improve the transition to college (Stutzman, 2011 ). Vitak and Ellison (2012) 
proposed that using Facebook can provide social support because it gives students access 
to a large and diverse network of people and information. Additionally, they affirmed 
collecting information via Facebook was a common phenomenon Vitak and Ellison 
(2012). As discussed in the following section, institutions frequently share information 
on their social media accounts and social media has crossed over into academic use 
(Brech, Messer, Schee, Rauschnabel & Ivens, 2017; Linvill et al., 2015; Moran, Seaman, 
Tinti-Kane, 2011; Peruta & Shields, 2017). 
When comparing how organizations use social media as an information sharing 
tool to why students are on social media, a gap appears. According to research conducted 
by Baird and Parasnis (2011 ), there is a disconnect between why businesses think 
consumers connect with them and why consumers actually do. Businesses rank general 
information the second highest reason consumers interact with their social media, while 
consumers rank it fourth (Baird & Parasnis, 2011). Exclusive information is also ranked 
lower in importance by consumers than businesses. Additionally, businesses rank feeling 
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connected and being a part of a community much higher than consumers (Baird & 
Parasnis, 2011 ). This trend of over valuing certain types of posts continues in higher 
education, as discussed in the section below. 
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Institutional social media use. As of 2015, 97% of institutions surveyed have a 
Facebook presence and 95% have a presence on Twitter (Green, 2015). How these 
accounts are managed vary greatly from institution to institution. Some department social 
media accounts operate without input from the institution, while others have clear 
institutional guidelines (Green, 2015). However, while institutions are embracing social 
media at a similar rate as their students, faculty are not (Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 
2011; Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb, Herman, Witty, 201 0). The lack of a unified social 
media strategy amongst some universities and faculty members' resistance to social 
media raises the question of whether institutions are meeting students where they are at. 
Most research that is currently available on institutional social media has taken 
place in the form of content analysis (Brech et al., 2017; Linvill, Rowlett, & Kolind, 
2015; Peruta & Shields, 2017). This form of research in the field has primarily focused 
on Facebook and has not been able to answer why certain posts show high engagement 
(Brech, et al., 2017; Linvill, et al., 2015; Peruta & Shields, 2017). Brech et al. (2017) 
reviewed posts from nine universities and found that longer posts had higher interaction 
scores. Brech et al. (20 I 7) hypothesized this occurred because the posts were more 
informative for the viewer. Other research has suggested that students are most likely to 
interact with university social media when they perceive it is to their advantage to do so 
(Dabner, 201 1 ;  Oradini & Saunders, 2008). This works in conjunction with Alhabash 
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and Ma's (2017) findings that students used Twitter and Facebook for information 
sharing. However, Linvill et al.' s (2015) content analysis of university Pinterest accounts 
found that while information sharing pins were some of the most frequently posted by the 
university, they were least likely to be reposted by followers. Researchers found that 
promotional pins, pins that sell school spirit "through the creative use of school colors, 
images of mascots, as well as university merchandise", amount to only 10% of pins 
posted (Linvill et al., 2015). However, promotional pins accounted for over 50% of 
reposts suggesting that universities are not using this platform to post content their 
followers value most (Linvill et al., 2015). 
The difference in findings on interactions with informational posts may be due to 
the different ways students use different platforms, or it may be due to the type of 
universities reviewed. In a 2017 study, Peruta and Shields found that whether an 
institution was a private, public, or a liberal arts college impacted the amount of clicks, 
likes, or comments the social media account received. Community colleges and private 
Master of Arts (MA) and Bachelors of Arts (BA) colleges were more likely to have more 
centralized policies and monitoring of institutional social media accounts (Green, 2015). 
While all types of institutions are extremely likely to have a presence on Y ouTube, 
Twitter, and Facebook, community colleges are the least likely to have a presence on all 
three platforms (Green, 2014). Green found that 96.5% of public universities have a 
presence on Y ouTube, private universities 96. 9%, public MA and BA colleges 93. I%, 
private MA and BA colleges 93.5%, and community colleges 88.6% (Green, 2014). On 
Facebook, 100% of public universities have a presence, private universities 96.9%, public 
MA and BA colleges 97.2%, private MA and BA colleges 97.6%, and community 
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colleges 96.6% (Green, 2014). On Twitter, 98.2% of public universities have a presence, 
private universities 96.6 %, public MA and BA colleges 93.1 %, private MA and BA 
Colleges 97%, and community colleges 89.8% (Green, 2014). Public Masters of Arts 
and Bachelors of Arts colleges and community colleges are more likely to use social 
media to support student success initiatives with 36% of Public MA and BA programs 
and 34% of community colleges using social media to promote their initiatives compared 
to 28% of all institutions. 
Clark et al. (2017) explored institutional social media use under the lens of 
relationship quality measured by relationship satisfaction, trust, and commitment. 
Relationship marketing is a shift in marketing theory which places value on creating a 
relationship built on "commitment and trust" between a brand and its consumers (Hunt & 
Morgan, 1994 ). Clark et al. (2017) found that following university controlled social 
media was a positive indicator of higher perceived relationship quality, and that the more 
institutional sites a student followed, the higher their perceived relationship quality was. 
While this framework is based on marketing principles, the components that make up 
relationship quality share similarities with higher education framework such as Tinto' s 
( 1993; 2007) research of student retention. 
S ocial m edia and academ ics. Research of social media's impact on education 
has produced mixed results (Jacobsen & Forste, 2011; Junco, 2012). For example, one 
study found that there is a positive correlation between the use of Facebook to collect and 
share information and GPA, while using Facebook for socialization has a negative impact 
on GPA (Junco, 2012). Multitasking has also been shown to have a negative correlation 
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between first semester GPA and use of certain types of social media (Jacobsen & Forste, 
201 1  ). This indicates that it is not whether a student uses Face book that is the concern, 
rather it is the frequency and how they choose to use the platform that determines the 
impact on their academic success. 
Faculty and staff at some institutions have attempted to intentionally incorporate 
Facebook into academics (Green, 2015; Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 2011; Roblyer, et 
al., 2010). One study conducted by Pearson found that 67% of faculty have used social 
media during class, and 40% have even required students to review or read social media 
outside of class (Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 2011). The use of social media in the 
classroom is mostly in the form of online video (Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 2011 ). 
Under 40% of college educators think that social media should be used to reach students 
where they are (Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 2011). However, one study found that only 
17% of faculty use social media as a resource for instruction, with the highest use in 
community colleges (Green, 2015). 
Participants often expressed concerns regarding privacy and the integrity of 
information shared on social media (Moran, Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 201 1). Over 40% of 
instructors think that incorporating social media takes more time than it is worth (Moran, 
Seaman, Tinti-Kane, 2011). However, one study found that students were more open to 
using social media to support their classroom work than their instructors (Roblyer et al., 
2010). Research on academic advisors using social media to connect with students found 
that this form of connection helped students become more active in their advising 
experience (Amador & Amador, 2014). 
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Defi ning H igh-Risk S tudents 
Traditionally, high-risk students are identified as "minorities, females, low­
income, and disabled individuals" (Jones & Watson, 1990). Students are identified as 
high risk because they are less likely to graduate or come from a background that 
traditionally disadvantages the group they belong to (Jones & Watson, 1 990). These 
students may have begun to experience disparate treatment in elementary school, which 
escalates as a student progresses toward high school (Jones & Watson, 1990). Different 
high-risk characteristics may compound, creating unique challenges to the student's 
success (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017; Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). Since intervention 
methods should help our high-risk students, it is important to identify trends in these 
populations. 
Race's relationship with college at tendance and graduation. Non-white 
students were barred from higher education for centuries (Smith, Altbach, & Lomotey, 
2002). Up until the 1830's, there was not a single American college that would accept a 
Black student (Smith, Altbach, & Lomotey, 2002). Even after colleges began to admit 
Black students, public institutions still used policies to discriminate against them which 
pushed these students to pursue either private education at Black colleges or to forgo 
higher education (Smith, Altbach, & Lomotey, 2002). By 1968 nearly half of U.S. 
colleges were making an attempt to recruit students of color, and students began creating 
organizations to connect with peers with similar racial and ethnic backgrounds (Smith, 
Altbach, Lomotey, 2002). While efforts have been made to negate centuries of legal 
discrimination and modern day institutional barriers, non-white students traditionally do 
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not attend or graduate college at the same rate as their white peers (Musu-Gillette et al., 
201 7). Total enrollment for 18 to 24-year-olds in 2015 is highest among Asian Americans 
(63%), followed by Whites (42%), those identifying with two or more races (38%), 
Hispanic (37%), Black (35%), Pacific Islander (24%), and American Indian/ Alaska 
Native (23%) (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). 
Nationally, the number of Americans choosing to enroll and graduate from 
college is on the rise (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Two particular populations have seen a 
drastic change in the past 10 years: Hispanic and Pacific Islander students (Musu-Gillette 
et al., 2017). The number of Hispanic students has grown the most of any race, with a 
1 2% increase in college attendance from 2005 to 201 5  among students aged 18  to 24 
(Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). The only group with a decline in enrollment from 2005-20 15  
in  higher education enrollment was Pacific Islander students, however exact percentages 
were not reported (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). 
Another indicator of the disparity between students of different races is in 
graduation rates. Six-year graduation rates as of 201 5  are highest in Asian students 
(71 %), followed by two or more races (65%), White (63%), Hispanic (54%), Pacific 
Islander (50%), Black (41 %), and American Indian/ Alaska Native (41 %) (Musu-Gillette 
et al., 2017). Overall, the six-year graduation rate for 2015 was 60% so the graduation 
rates for Black, Hispanic, Pacific Islander, and American Indian/Alaska Native's were 
below the national average (Musu-Gillette et al., 201 7). 
Pulling data from NSSE, Kuh et al. (2006) found a significant relationship 
between six-year graduation rates and academic challenge, student-faculty interaction, 
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enriching educational experience, and supportive campus environments. Kuh et al. (2006) 
found that Black, Asian, and Pacific Islander students were not as likely to participate in 
enriching educational experiences in comparison to their peers. However, Black students 
were more likely to engage in active and collaborative activities, which some research 
has found to have a statistically significant correlation with graduation rates (Kuh et al., 
2006). Research on institutional satisfaction, which has a strong impact on GP A, found 
that Latnix and White students were the most satisfied, and Black students were least 
satisfied (Kuh et al., 2006). 
First generation and socioeconom ic status's relationship with college 
attendance and graduation. While not all first-generation students have low 
socioeconomic standing, or vise-versa, they share a similar concern upon entering 
college: cost (Kuh et al., 2006). In their research, Redford, Ralph and Hoyer (2017) 
compared first generation students' experiences to students whose parents received a 
bachelor's degree or higher which they named "continuing generation." First generation 
students are more likely to come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds than 
continuing-generation students to come from lower socioeconomic backgrounds 
(Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). Fifty percent of first generation students come from 
households making between $20,001 and $50,000, and 27% come from household 
making $20,000 or less (Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). In comparison, 23% of 
continuing-generation students come from households making between $20,001 and 
$50,000, while 6% come from households making $20,000 or less (Redford, Ralph, & 
Hoyer, 2017). First generation students were also more likely to report cost as a reason 
for leaving college without a degree (54%) in comparison to continuing-generation 
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( 45%), however significance was not reported (Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). First 
generation students are also less likely to attend college, only 17% attend in comparison 
to 46% of continuing generation students (Lauff & Ingels, 2013). Only 20% of first 
generation college students reported having a bachelor's degree within l 0 years of their 
sophomore year of high school (Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). 
The likelihood of low socioeconomic background students obtaining a bachelor's 
degree regardless of parent education is worse, with only 14% of low socioeconomic 
students having received a bachelor's degree or higher in spring 2012 according to one 
study (Kena et al., 2015). In comparison, 29% of middle socioeconomic students received 
a bachelor's degree, while 60% of high socioeconomic background students did (Kena et 
al., 2015). Socioeconomic status was determined by the parent's education and 
occupation using a composite score, with students in the lowest quartile labeled low 
socioeconomic status, the middle two quartiles middle socioeconomic status, and the 
highest quartile high socioeconomic status. Of low socioeconomic students who earned a 
bachelor's degree or higher, the most common source of college information was a 
school counselor and then a college representative (Kena et al., 2015). These low 
socioeconomic students were more likely to seek information from a school counselor, 
teacher, sibling, or other relative than middle or high socioeconomic students (Kena et 
al., 2015). In comparison, high socioeconomic students were more likely than their peers 
to use a college representative, parent, college search guide, friend, or coach to answer 
questions about college (Kena et al., 2015). Some researchers have expressed concerns 
that while technology can be used to make college more available, the use of it in higher 
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education may create a further divide between those who can and cannot afford it (Swail, 
Reed, & Perna, 2003). 
First-generation status also intersects with race and English language learners 
(Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). The majority of continuing generation students are 
White (70%), in comparison only 49% of first-generation students are White (Redford, 
Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). While 90% of continuing-generation students are native English 
speakers, 78% of first-generation students are (Redford, Ralph, & Hoyer, 2017). 
Gender's rela tionship with college a ttenda nce a nd gra dua tion. Like other 
demographics, gender impacts the rate at which students attend and graduate from 
college. In the past, the majority of college students were male. In 1947, the 
undergraduate male to female ratio was 2.3 to I (Goldin, Katz & Kuziemko, 2006). Now, 
women attend and graduate at substantially higher rates than their male peers, with 43% 
of women ages 18 to 24-year-old enrolled in college in 2015 in comparison to 38% of 
men (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). 
As of 2015, across White, Black, and Latinix populations, women attend higher 
education institutions at higher rates than men (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Significant 
increases from 2005 to 2015 were reported in the enrollment of 18 to 24-year-old men 
overall, Black men, Latinix men, and Latinx women (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Across 
all races, the gap between men and women grew smaller (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). 
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Figure 2.1 
Percentage of Population Enrolled in higher education by race and gender, J 8 to 24-
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Women also graduate from college at higher rates, with 62% graduating in six 
years in comparison to 57% of men (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). The largest gap between 
male and female graduation rates was found between Black men and women, with 35% 
of Black men graduating compared to 45% of Black women (Musu-Gillette et al., 201 7). 
In comparison, no gap was found between Pacific Islander male and female graduates, 
with 50% of men and 50% of women graduating (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Hispanic 
men graduated at 49% while Hispanic women graduated at 57% (Musu-Gillette et al., 
201 7). Asian students graduated at the highest rate overall, with 68% of men graduating 
and 74% of women (Musu-Gillette et al., 201 7). 
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Theoretical Fram e Work 
Both marketing and student development theory are concerned with the ability to 
retain students. While the two fields have different histories and values, research in both 
expose commonalities in their recommendations for student retention. Tinto's (1993) 
Theory of Departure and Relationship Marketing Theory both identify satisfaction and 
commitment as areas essential to maintain students. Both emphasize the importance of 
the relationships students build during their time in college. Tinto (1993), and his later 
research with Pusser (Tinto & Pusser, 2006), identified the need for intentional efforts to 
help students connect to their institutions. The rise of relationship marketing asks higher 
education to do the same (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007; Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 
2006). With social media's recent growth, it is important to ask what its role is in 
meeting this need. 
Tinto's theory of departure. In his decades of research on student retention, 
Tinto (1993) has focused on academic and social integration into the college setting and 
how this integration contributes to student satisfaction. Academic integration, social 
integration, institutional commitment, goal commitment, and persistence inte ntions are all 
factors that are used to make up this model (Tinto, 1993). While Tinto's theory has been 
revised over the decades, the main concept that social interaction plays into a student's 
university commitment and integration has continued to be used in higher education 
research (Davis et al. , 2015; Gray et al., 2013; Rudd, 2013; Thomas, 2000; Wohn et al. , 
2013). 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 34 
In a report revisiting this theory, Tinto and Pusser (2006) outlined five conditions 
that contribute to student success: commitment, expectations, support, feedback, and 
involvement/engagement. According to Tinto and Pusser (2006) institutions must "invest 
resources and provide the incentives and rewards," which are designed to service high­
risk students. Next, universities must create expectations for students that are uplifting 
and nonjudgmental, rather than dismissive toward nontraditional populations (Tinto & 
Pusser, 2006). Support should be offered in academic, social, and financial areas of a 
student's life (Tinto & Pusser, 2006). Feedback should be collected not in the form of 
testing, but in a way that offers feedback to all parties and is integrated into classroom 
culture (Tinto & Pusser, 2006). Finally, institutions should be building "educational 
communities that involve all students as equal members" (Tinto & Pusser, 2006). In this 
model Tinto & Pusser (2006) critique models before it that conflate understanding why 
students leave with why students stay and calls for more intentional actions on the part of 
higher education institutions. Considering social media's real world impact on students' 
social lives, applying Tinto and Pusser's research is a call to institutions to harness the 
power of social media as a tool to help students succeed. 
U se of m arketing theory in higher education. Higher education's use of 
Relationship Marketing Theory marks a transition away from transactional marketing, 
which focuses on four "p"s of marketing: price, place, promotion, and product (Hemsley­
Brown & Oplatka, 2006). When transactional marketing was applied to higher 
education, historically college was considered a product rather than to be a service 
(Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2006). However, due to higher education's compounding 
benefits, lifetime value, and the customer's ability to select their provider, higher 
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education has more recently been considered a service (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007; 
Hemsley-Brown & Oplatka, 2006). 
As the importance of crafting a brand grows in higher education marketing, 
Relationship Marketing Theory has been become more popular in the field (Hemsley­
Brown, 2006). Relationship marketing is defined as "a concept that focuses on attracting, 
maintaining, and building business relationships" (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007). 
Within relationship marketing, organizations focus on "programs aimed at customer 
retention", referred to as Customer Relationship Management or CRM (Ackerman & 
Schibrowsky, 2007). Some have even gone as far as referring to Customer Relationship 
Management as Student Relationship Management in higher education (Ackerman & 
Schibrowsky, 2007). 
Building bonds with customers is a critical part of Relationship Marketing 
Theory. Ackerman and Schibrowsky (2007) identified three forms of bonds universities 
create with students: financial, social, and structural. The payment of tuition creates a 
financial bond to the institution, while building relationships with staff and faculty 
creates a social bond between the students and their institution (Ackerman & 
Schibrowsky, 2007). Structural bonds are "activities that make it financially, socially, 
and psychologically difficult for customers to leave the relationship'', such as 
empowering students by involving them in research or feedback about class (Ackerman 
& Schibrowsky, 2007). Developing trust, commitment, and satisfaction is essential in 
retaining a customer in this context (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007). 
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The use of social media in CRM is revolutionary to the industry in that customers 
now have more control of the conversation than in the past (Baird & Paranis, 201 1). A 
business's potential customers are organically connected better through social media than 
businesses can connect with them through their own advertising tactics (Baird & Paranis, 
201 1 ). Organizations join social media hoping to tap into the powerful online networks 
their customers have already established. 
One concern Helmsley-Brown and Oplatka (2006) raised in their review of 
marketing in higher education is some universities' inability to "provide sufficient 
interactive and relationship building capabilities." Ackerman and Schibrowsky (2007) 
raised an additional concern that once a student is recruited, universities cease 
meaningful interactions that build social bonds between institution and student. 
Summ ary 
Current research available on social media and its impact on higher education has 
focused on student use of private social media (Gray et al., 2013; Ruud, 2013; Wohn et 
al., 2013; Ellison et al., 2007). While many researchers have indicated that institutional 
social media could act as an intervention method, the majority of research on university 
controlled social media bas taken place in the form of content analysis (Brech et al., 
2017; Linvill et al., 2015; Peruta & Shields, 2017). Universities know on average what 
posts are being engaged with, but they do not know if their social media efforts are 
making an impact on their students' college experience (Brech et al., 2017; Linvill et al., 
2015; Peruta & Shields, 2017). Using Relationship Marketing Theory and Tinto's 
research on student departure to study this impact will explore if social media is helping 
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students be successful in college and if these efforts are aligned with strategies Tinto and 
Pusser (2006) suggest universities undertake for student success. 
Chapter three will describe the methodology that this study will utilize to answer 
the research questions. 
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CHAPTER ID 
Methods 
This chapter describes the quantitative techniques used in this study to collect data 
on the impact of social media use among college students. Research methods drew on 
previous quantitative research that has been done on university and student use of social 
media. The purpose of this quantitative study was to investigate student use of 
institutional social mectia with attention to the differences across platforms and student 
demographics at a midsized Midwestern university. Results were collected through an 
online survey and analyzed through Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
The instrument that was used pulled from several existing instruments and concepts 
introduced in chapter two. The following chapter provides information about the 
instruments used, participants, location, and treatment of data. 
Design of Study 
This quantitative study focused on the social media use of undergraduate students 
at a midsized Midwestern four-year university. The survey was distributed to 
undergraduate students who live on campus during fall semester of2018. Participants 
were asked demographic questions along with questions intended to analyze personal and 
institutional social media use and reasons for use. 
Participants 
Potential participants were undergraduate students who attended a midsized 
Midwestern four-year state university. Students had to be 1 8  years or older to participate. 
This survey was distributed by email to all on-campus residents starting September 25th 
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201 8  reaching approximately 1 , 8 1 0  students, with a goal of 20% participation. This goal 
was calculated with the hope of retaining a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of 
error. Partial responses were included if the participant completed all questions relevant 
to the section of social media they were answering. The researcher received 308 
responses, 290 were used in the results. Gender and race were collected via a free 
response question, later categorized by the researcher. Gender, race, and first-generation 
status of participants is provided in Table 4.1 in chapter four. 
Research Site 
The institution studied is a public Midwestern university located in rural Illinois. 
As offall 2018, the university currently enrolled approximately 7,500 students, 4,700 of 
which were degree-seeking undergraduate students. Women made up 60% of the degree­
seeking undergraduate class while men made up the remaining 40%. The majority of the 
degree seeking undergraduate student body were Non-Hispanic White (66%), followed 
by Black ( 1 9%), and Hispanic (7%). At the time of the study, the institution operated 
institutional accounts for Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, Snapchat, Linkedln, Pinterest, 
YouTube, Venmo, Flickr. 
Instruments 
A quantitative survey was created to collect data for this research. The survey 
asked students about their demographic information, personal social media accounts use, 
amount of use, institutional social media use, and reasons for following institutional 
accounts. This assisted in understanding if race, gender, or first-generation status impact 
institutional social media use and reasons for use. Additionally, this helped determine 
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differences in reasons for use between platforms. This instrument was created from 
instruments created by Baird and Parasnis (201 1), Davis et al. (2015) and Alhabash and 
Ma (2017), and Ellison, Stein.field, and Lampe (2007). The survey is provided in 
Appendix A. 
Data Collection 
The email surveys were distributed to students in late September 2018. At this 
time in the semester new students bad opportunities to attend events and time to interact 
with institutional social media. Emails were sent through the university's registrar office. 
Students were able to respond for three weeks, with multiple reminders sent to students to 
encourage completion. A randomly drawn $50 Dining Dollar gift card was awarded to 
one of the survey participants. Qualtrics™ was used to host the survey. Participants 
were given the option to provide their email to be considered for this prize. 
Data Analysis 
The data collected was imported into Statistical Package for Social Sciences 
(SPSS), which was then used to run statistical analysis on the research questions. A 
series oft-tests were run on the survey results to examine whether a relationship exists 
between the use of different platforms or reasons for use comparing racial, gender, or 
first-generation student status. 
Treatm ent of Data 
Data collected in this research was conducted online through Qualtrics™ and 
imported using Microsoft Excel spreadsheet<>. Next, the data was be analyzed through 
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Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) for statistical analysis. The emails of 
participants were only by used to contact the winner and were not be used in the analysis 
of data. All exported files were stored on a password protected flash drive. Following 
Institutional Review Board policy, all collected data on the flashdrive will be kept for 
three years and then destroyed. 
S umm ary 
The goal of this research was to explore undergraduate use of personal and social 
media and reasons for that use. Whether race, gender, or first-generation status had an 
impact on use or reasons for use was also explored in the analysis of these results. 
Results were be collected through Qualtrics™ and analyzed in SPSS. Chapter IV 
discusses the findings of this survey. 
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CHAPTE R  IV 
Results 
In this chapter, data collected from a Qualtrics™ survey analyzed in Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) will be provided. This survey sought to investigate 
student use of social media and analyze data for differences among non-marginalized and 
marginalized groups. The survey was sent to 1,810 undergraduate on-campus students. 
After four weeks of collection, 308 results were collected. Once reviewed, 290 were 
found to be usable for a participation rate of 17%. 
The majority of participants were female, 78.3%, with 20. 7% male and 1.0% 
identifying as other. White Non-Hispanics represented 63.4% of participants, followed by 
Black (21.7%), Latnix (8.3%), Multiracial (3.1%), Asian (2.1%) and other (1.0%). First-
generation students accounted for 53.8% of responses, with 46.2% identifying as 
continuing-generation. The average participant age was 19.27 (M=l9.27, SD= 1.92). 
Table 4.1 provides a breakdown of demographic information such as race, gender, 
parental education and age. 
Table 4.1 
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Non-Hispanic White 1 84(63.4) 
Multiracial 9(3. 1 )  
Asian 6(2. 1 )  
Other 3(1 .0) 
Parental Education 
Continuing-Generation 134(46.2) 
First-Generation 1 56(53.8) 
Age 
1 8  138(47.6) 
19  60(20.7) 
20 33( 1 1 .4) 
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RQ 1 :  What institutional and personal social media accounts/platforms do 
undergraduate students use with the most frequency? 
When asked about their personal social media usage Facebook was the most 
popular platform (89.3%), followed by Snapchat (89%), Instagram (80%), and Twitter 
(61.7%). Use of institutional platforms followed a similar pattern, with 45.5% of 
Facebook users following the institution's official account, 40.3% on Snapchat, 41 .4% on 
Instagrarn, and 28.3% on Twitter. 
Based on existing literature the researcher hypothesized that Facebook would be 
the most used platform followed by Instagrarn, Snapchat and Twitter. These results 
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confirmed that Facebook is the most used platform and Twitter the least. However, 
Snapchat was found to be more popular than Instagram, and was not significantly less 
popular than Facebook. 
Table 4.2 
Personal Use and Follow Percentage of Social Media 
n(%) 
Face book 
Has Personal Account 259(89.3) 
Follows Institution 1 32(45.5) 
Twitter 
Has Personal Account 1 79(61.7) 
Follows Institution 82(28.3) 
Instagram 
Has Personal Account 232(80.0) 
Follows Institution 120(41.4) 
Snapchat 
Has Personal Account 258(89.0) 
Follows Institution 1 1 7(40.3) 
Participants reported spending the largest amount oftime on Snapchat, with 
2 1 .  7% spending more than three hours per day on the platform. The second highest time 
spent on a platform was Instagram, with 22.8% of participants spending 3 1 -60 minutes 
per day on the platform. The least amount of time spent on a platform was Twitter, with 
1 8.3% spending 1 0  minutes or less per day on the site. 
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Figure 4. 1 
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Figure 4.1. Facebook n = 259, Twitter n = 179, Instagram n = 232, Snapchat n = 258 
If a participant indicated they used a specific social media platform but did not 
45 
follow the institution, they were provided four options to indicate the reason they did not 
and the results are provided in Figure 4.2. Participants could select as many statements 
that applied. For all platforms, the most common reason participants indicated they did 
not follow an account was because they were unaware it existed. 
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Figure 4.2 
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Figure 4. 2. Facebook n = 130, Twitter n = 1 04, Instagram n = 1 18,  Snapchat n = 142 
RQ 2: In what ways do undergraduate students use social media to impact their 
college experience? 
If a participant indicated they followed the institution on a specific platform they 
were asked to rank their agreement with the following statement "I follow [institution] 
to . . .  " for that platform. Participants ranked their agreement from 1 ,  strongly disagree, to 
5, strongly agree. The mean and standard deviation for each platform is provided below 
in Table 4.3. On Facebook, participants ranked "learn about events on campus" the 
highest (M = 4. 1 7, SD = .99) followed by "campus announcements" (M = 4.12, SD = 
1 .00) and "learn about student activities" (M = 4. 1 1 ,  SD = 1 .05). Twitter users ranked 
"campus announcements" (M = 4.22, SD = .99) the highest followed by "learn about 
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student activities" (M = 4.16, SD = 4.20) and "learn about events on campus" (M = 4.14, 
SD = 0.95). Instagram followed a similar pattern, with "campus announcements" ranking 
highest (M = 4.12, S D =  1.03) followed by "learn about student activities" (M = 4.1,  SD 
= 1 .00) and "feel connected to [institution)" (M = 4.02, SD = 1 .01) .  On Snapchat 
"campus announcements" (M = 4.53, SD = 0.94) received the highest rating followed by 
"learn about student activities" (M = 4.42, SD = 1 .02) and "events on campus" (M = 
4.33, SD = 1 .04). 
Prior studies suggested that the statement "learn about events campus" would be 
the predominate reason why students chose to follow institutional social media. While 
this statement received at least a 4.0 average from every platform, it was only the highest 
rating on one platform: Facebook. Table 4.3 is organized by highest to lowest mean per 
platform. 
Table 4.3 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "!follow {institution] to ... " 
Averages 
M SD 
Facebook n =  132 
learn about events on campus 4. 1 7  0.99 
campus announcements 4. 12  1.00 
learn about student activities 4. 1 1  1 .05 
feel connected to [institution] 3.92 1 .02 
learn about services/ resources 3.74 1 . 1 6  
learn about promotions 3.65 1 . 1 7  
interact with peers 2.56 1 .29 
provide feedback 2.55 1.21 
interact with staff/ faculty 2.51 1 . 1 5  
ask questions 2.44 1 .20 
Twitter n =  82 
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campus announcements 4.22 0.99 
learn about student activities 4 . 16  0.99 
learn about events on campus 4. 1 4  0.95 
feel connected to [institution] 3.89 1 .05 
learn about services/ resources 3.87 1 .08 
learn about promotions 3.68 1.08 
interact with peers 3 . 19  1 .33 
provide feedback 2.81 1 .27 
ask questions 2.76 1 .36 
interact with staff/ faculty 2.73 1 .35 
Instagram n =  120 
campus announcements 4 . 12  1 .03 
learn about student activities 4.08 1 .00 
feel connected to [institution] 4.02 1 .01 
learn about events on campus 3.99 1 .07 
learn about services/ resources 3.85 1 . 1 1  
learn about promotions 3.77 1 . 19 
interact with peers 3 . 16  1 .39 
provide feedback 2.75 1 .37 
interact with staff/ faculty 2.75 1 .3 1  
ask questions 2.57 1 .38 
Snapchat n =  1 1 7 
campus announcements 4.53 0.94 
learn about student activities 4.42 1 .02 
learn about events on campus 4.33 1 .04 
feel connected to [institution] 4.27 1 . 1 1  
learn about services/ resources 4. 1 1  1 . 1 1 
learn about promotions 3.97 1 .32 
interact with peers 3.49 1 .44 
interact with staff/ faculty 3 . 1 1 1 .33 
ask questions 2.8 1 .35 
provide feedback 2.7 1 .30 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale 
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RQ 3: How are marginalized student populations using institutional social media in 
comparison to their majority peers? 
For each platform, differences in participant responses were compared across 
three demographic indicators: gender, race and first-generation status. Whether someone 
uses a platform, whether they follow the institution on the platform, and their reason for 
not following the institution were compared across demographic indicators using a 
Pearson Chi-Square test of independence. 
An independent t-test was used to determine statistical difference among gender, 
race, and first-generation status and participant rankings of reasons why they follow 
different institutional accounts. Race was divided into two groups for statistical purposes, 
Non-Minority (Non-Hispanic White respondents) and Minority (all other respondents). 
Non-minority respondents accounted for 63.4% (n = 1 84) of participants and minority 
respondents accounted for 36.2% (n = I 05). Due to a low (1 %) response rate from 
participants who identified outside of male and female binary, participants who indicated 
"other" were removed from comparisons related to gender. 
In order to protect against type 1 error introduced by multiple t-tests run on the 
same dependent variable, the Bonferroni correction was used on t-tests. This is a 
conservative correction that requires that statistical significance is divided by the number 
of tests run (.05/10) resulting in a requirement that the p-value must be equal to or less 
than .005 to confirm statistical significance. Tests that show significance equal to or 
lower than 0.05, the traditional measure of statistical significance, are noted as 
approaching significance. 
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"I follow [institution] to . . .  " statements are shortened into one to two-word 
phrases in the following section. The full statement is listed above in Table 4.3 and in 
Appendix A where the instrument used is provided. The following abbreviations are also 
used in tables for each social media platform: FB for Facebook, TW for Twitter, JG for 
lnstagram, and SC for Snapchat. 
F acebook. 
Gender. Using a Pearson Chi-Square test, no statistical significance was found 
between the male and female use of Facebook. The majority of females, 90.5%, reported 
using Facebook in comparison to 86.7% of male respondents X2 (2, n = 287) = 2.29,p = 
0.32. Similarly, no significant difference was found between men and women in 
institutional use ofFacebook, 52.7% of women reported following their institution in 
comparison to 42.3% of men X2(2, n = 287) = 3.73,p = 0.16. 
No statistical difference was found when an independent t-text was used to the 
compare the mean average between male and female responses as shown in Table 4.4. 
However, peers, staff, questions, and feedback all approached statistical significance with 
a p value � 0.05. 
Table 4.4 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "J Follow [institution 's} Facebook 
to ... " Comparing Female and Male Students 
Gender n Mean SD SE df l!. 
FB Events Female 1 08 4. 1 6  .987 0. 10 -0. 1 0  128 0.92 
Male 22 4. 1 8  1 . 1 0  0.23 
FB Promotions Female 108 3.65 1 .  I 5 0.1 1 -0.45 128 0.65 
Male 22 3.77 1 .3 1  0.28 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 5 1  
FB Peers Female 108 2.44 1 .24 0. 1 2  -2.17 128 0.03 
Male 22 3.09 1.45 0.31 
FB Resources Female 108 3.77 1 . 1 3  0. 1 1  0.81 128 0.42 
Male 22 3.55 1 .37 0.29 
FB Student Activities Female 108 4.07 l .05 0 . 10 -0.88 127 0.38 
Male 21  4.29 1 .06 0.23 
FB Connected Female 108 3.92 1 .01  0 . 10  -0.35 128 0.73 
Male 22 4.00 1 . 1 6  0.25 
FB Staff Female 108 2.42 1 . 1 0  0.1 1 -2.14 127 0.03 
Male 2 1  3.00 1 .34 0.29 
FB Announcements Female 108 4.16 0.95 0.09 0.87 128 0.39 
Male 22 3.96 1 .2 1  0.26 
FB Questions Female 108 2.34 1 . 1 9  0. 1 1  -2.15 127 0.03 
Male 2 1  2.95 1 .47 0.32 
FB Feedback Female 108 2.44 1 . 1 8  0. 1 1  -2.32 128 0.02 
Male 22 3.09 1.34 0.29 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
Gender also did not have a statistically significant impact on why someone chose to not 
follow the institutional Facebook page X2(3, n = 139) = 5.05, p = 0.17.  The majority of 
women (68%) and men (52.8%) indicated they were unaware that the institutional 
Facebook page existed. The full Pearson Chi-Square test is reproduced below in Table 
4.5. 
Table 4.5 
Reason Women Compared to Men do not Follow Institutional Facebook Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Female n 70 7 14 1 2  
% within Gender 68.00% 6.80% 1 3 .60% 1 1 .70% 
% within WhynotlnstFB 78.70% 53.80% 77.80% 63.20% 
% of Total 50.40% 5.00% 10 . 10% 8.60% 
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Male n 
% within Gender 
% within WhynotlnstFB 
% of Total 
















Race. Minority status was also not found to have a statistically significant impact 
on whether participants had a Facebook account with 91 .8% of non-minority students 
having an account in comparison to 84.9% of minority students X2(1 ,  n = 290) = 3.40, p 
= 0.07. However, minority status was found to have a strong statistical significance in 
whether a participant followed the institutional Facebook page, as displayed in Table 4.6 
below. While the majority of non-minority students followed the institutional Facebook 
account (59.8%) only 34% of minority students did X2(1,  n = 259) = 1 5.06, p = 0.00 1 .  
Table 4.6 
Percent of Minority versus Non-minority Participants that Follow Institutional Facebook 
Yes No 
Non-Minority n 101  68 
% within MinorityStatus 59.80% 40.20% 
% within InstFacebook 76.50% 53.50% 
% of Total 39.00% 26.30% 
Minority n 3 1  59 
% within MinorityStatus 34.40% 65.60% 
% within InstFacebook 23.50% 46.50% 
% of Total 12.00% 22.80% 
Running an independent t-test, no significant difference was found between the reasons 
why minority and non-minority participants follow the institutional Facebook account. 
However, "asking questions" approached statistical significance, as shown in Table 4.7. 
This supports the researcher's hypothesis that reasons for use on Facebook would be 
similar across race. 
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Table 4.7 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "I Follow {institution 's] Facebook 
to ... " Comparing Minority and Non-Minority Students 
Minority 
Status n Mean SD SE I df E!.. 
FB Events Non-minority 1 0 1  4. 19  0.92 0.09 0.45 130.00 0.66 
minority 3 1  4. 1 0  1 .22 0.22 
FB Promotions Non-minority 1 0 1  3.69 1 .06 0. 1 1  0.61 39.51 0.55 
minority 3 1  3.52 1 .50 0.27 
FB Peers Non-minority 1 0 1  2.49 1 .2 1  0. 12 -1 .07 4 1 .95 0.29 
minority 3 1  2.81 1 .54 0.28 
FB Resources Non-minority 101  3.71 1 . 1 2  0. 1 1  -0.39 130.00 0.70 
minority 3 1  3.81 1 .33 0.24 
FB Student Activities Non-minority 100 4. 15  1 .00 0. 1 0  0.85 129.00 0.40 
minority 3 1  3.97 1 .20 0.21 
FB Connected Non-minority 101  3.90 1 .01 0. 1 0  -0.63 130.00 0.53 
minority 3 1  4.03 1 .08 0.19 
FB Staff Non-minority 100 2.47 1 . 1 1  0. 1 1  -0.74 1 29.00 0.46 
minority 3 1  2.65 1 .28 0.23 
FB Announcements Non-minority 1 0 1  4.12 0.96 0. 10 -0.05 1 30.00 0.96 
minority 31  4.13 1 . 12  0.20 
FB Questions Non-minority 100 2.32 1 . 14  0. 1 1  - 1 .99 129.00 0.05 
minority 3 1  2.81 1 .35 0.24 
FB Feedback Non-minority 1 0 1  2.46 1 . 1 8  0 . 12 -1.54 130.00 0 . 13  
minority 3 1  2.84 1 .32 0.24 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
Using a Pearson Chi-Square, no statistical significance was found between 
minority status and reasons for not using an institutional Facebook account. The majority 
of participants, regardless of minority status, indicated they do not follow the institutional 
Facebook because they were unaware it existed X2(3, n = 139) = 5.74,p = 0.125. The 
results of this test are reproduced below in Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8 
Reason Non-Minority Compared to Minority Participants do not Follow Institutional 
Facebook Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Una wan:: Rdevant on feed Useful 
Non- Minority n 52 3 1 0  1 0  
% within Minority Status 69.30% 4.00% 1 3.30% 1 3.30% 
% within WhynotinstFB 58.40% 23. 1 0% 55.60% 52.60% 
% of Total 37.40% 2.20% 7.20% 7.20% 
Minority N 37 10  8 9 
% within Minority Status 57.80% 1 5.60% 12.50% 14 . 10% 
% within WhynotlnstFB 41 .60% 76.90% 44.40% 47.40% 
% of Total 26.60% 7.20% 5.80% 6.50% 
First-generation status. Whether a participant's parents or guardians graduated 
college did not have a statistically significant impact on any of their tested Facebook 
behavior. Continuing-generation students had a Facebook account 88.8% of the time, 
while first-generation students had one 89.7% of the time X2(1 , n = 290) = 0.07,p = 0.80. 
Similarly, 49.6% of continuing generation students follow the institutional Facebook 
account in comparison to 52.1  % of first-generation participants X2(1 ,  n = 259) = 0.17, p = 
0.68. While none of the responses to reasons for following the institutional Facebook 
account reached statistical significance under the Bonferroni correction, two approached 
statistical significance withp values less than or equal to .05: 'connecting to staff and 
'asking questions' .  The results of the independent t-test are reproduced below in Table 
4.9. 
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Table 4.9 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "I Follow [institution's] Facebook 
to . . .  " Comparing First and Continuing Generation Students 
Generation 
Status n Mean SD SE t df !!.. 
FB Events Continuing 59 4.20 1 .08 0.14 0.38 1 30.00 0.71 
First 73 4.14 0.93 0. 1 1  
FB Promotions Continuing 59 3.61 1 .20 0.1 6  -0.36 130.00 0.72 
First 73 3.68 1 . 1 5  0. 1 3  
FB Peers Continuing 59 2.44 1 .26 0. 1 6  -0.96 130.00 0.34 
First 73 2.66 1 .3 1  0.1 5  
FB Resources Continuing 59 3.63 1 . 1 6  0. 1 5  -0.96 130.00 0.34 
First 73 3.82 1 . 1 7  0.14 
FB Student Activities Continuing 59 4.07 1 . 1 3  0. 1 5  -0.39 129.00 0.70 
First 72 4. 14 0.98 0. 1 2  
FB Connected Continuing 59 3.88 1 . 1 3  0 . 15  -0.51 1 30.00 0.61 
First 73 3.97 0.93 0.1 1 
FB Staff Continuing 59 2.29 1 . 1 8  0 . 15  -2.03 1 29.00 0.04 
First 72 2.69 1 . 1 1  0 . 13  
FB Announcements Continuing 59 4.02 1 . 1 4  0 . 15  - 1 .08 130.00 0.28 
First 73 4.21 0.87 0. 10 
FB Questions Continuing 59 2.1 9  1 . 1 7  0.15 -2. 1 7  1 29.00 0.03 
First 72 2.64 1 .20 0.14 
FB Feedback Continuing 59 2.39 1 .25 0 . 16  - 1 .32 130.00 0 . 19  
First 73 2.67 1 . 1 9 0.14 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
Regardless of whether a participant indicated first-generation or continuing-generation 
status, the majority marked being unaware of the institutional Facebook page as the 
primary reason for not following the account. The results of this Pearson Chi-Square test 
are reproduced below in Table 4.10 X2(3, n = 1 39) = 1 .34,p = 0.72. 
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Table 4.10 
Reason First Compared to Continuing Generation do not Follow Institutional Facebook 
Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Continuing n 45 7 9 7 
% within Parenteducation 66.20% 1 0.30% 1 3.20% 10.30% 
% within WhynotlnstFB 50.60% 53.80% 50.00% 36.80% 
% of Total 32.40% 5.00% 6.50% 5.00% 
First n 44 6 9 1 2  
% within Parenteducation 62.00% 8.50% 1 2.70% 16.90% 
% within WhynotlnstFB 49.40% 46.20% 50.00% 63.20% 
% of Total 3 1 .70% 4.30% 6.50% 8.60% 
Twitter. 
Gender. Gender was only found to have a statistical impact on Twitter use 
regarding one question concerning why participants follow the institution on Twitter. A 
Pearson Chi-Square test showed that 64% of women had a Twitter account in comparison 
to 53% of men X2(2, n = 287) = 4.09,p = 0. 13 .  A statistical difference was also not 
apparent in institutional following on Twitter with 48.3% of women following the 
institution and 38% of men X2(2, n = 82) = 3.52,p = 0 . 17. 
A statistical difference was found via an independent t-test between men and 
women and their rating of their agreement with the statement "I follow [institution] on 
Twitter to learn about events on campus" and "I follow [institution] on Twitter to learn 
about student activities." Men ranked events on campus significantly lower (M = 3 . 13, 
SD = 1 . 1 3) than women (M = 4.41, SD = 0.68),p = 0.00 1 .  Women (M = 4.45, SD = 0.69) 
also ranked student activities higher than men (M = 3 . 1 3, SD = 1 .25) p = 0.001. 
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Responses to announcements approached significance, with women (M = 4.50, SD = 
0.69) ranking the question higher than men (M = 3.25, SD = 1 .28), p = 0.03. 
Table 4. 1 1  
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "! Follow {institution 's} Twitter 
to ... " Comparing Female and Male Students 
Gender n M SD SE df l!. 
TW Events Female 145 4.41 0.68 0. 1 3  4.08 35.00 0.001 
Male 3 1  3 . 1 3  1 . 1 3  0.40 
TW Promotions Female 145 3.83 1 .04 0. 1 9  1 .67 35.00 0. 1 1  
Male 3 1  3 . 13  1 . 1 3  0.40 
TW Peers Female 145 3.21 1 .37 0.25 0. 1 5  35.00 0.88 
Male 3 1  3 . 13  1.25 0.44 
TW Resources Female 145 4.03 0.98 0. 18  1 .87 35.00 0.07 
Male 3 1  3.25 1.28 0.45 
TW Student Activities Female 145 4.45 0.69 0. 1 3  4.00 35.00 0.001 
Male 3 1  3 . 13  1.25 0.44 
TW Connected Female 145 4.03 1.09 0.20 1 .61  35.00 0 . 12  
Male 3 1  3.38 0.74 0.26 
TW Staff Female 145 2.62 1 .35 0.25 -0.94 35.00 0.36 
Male 3 1  3 . 1 3  1 .36 0.48 
TW Announcements Female 145 4.50 0.69 0. 13  2.65 8.21 0.03 
Male 3 1  3.25 1 .28 0.45 
TW Questions Female 145 2.69 1 .39 0.26 -0.57 35.00 0.58 
Male 3 1  3.00 1 .3 1  0.46 
TW Feedback Female 145 2.79 1 .29 0.24 -0. 16  35.00 0.87 
Male 3 1  2.88 1 .25 0.44 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
No significant relationship was found between gender and reasons participants did not 
follow the institution on Twitter X2(6, n = 1 04) = 3.68, p = 0.72. Results for this test are 
displayed in Table 4.12. 
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Table 4.1 2  
Reason Women Compared to Men do not Follow Institutional Twitter Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Female n 50 6 1 0  14 
% within Gender 62.50% 7.50% 12.50% 17.50% 
% within WhynotlnstTW 74.60% 66.70% 90.90% 82.40% 
% of Total 48.10% 5.80% 9.60% 1 3.50% 
Male n 1 4  3 1 3 
% within Gender 66.70% 14.30% 4.80% 14.30% 
% within WhynotlnstTW 20.90% 33.30% 9. 10% 1 7.60% 
% of Total 1 3.50% 2.90% 1 .00% 2.90% 
Race. A statistically significant relationship between race and Twitter use was not 
found in personal use, institutional use, or reasons for institutional use or lack of use. 
While 61 .7% of non-minority participants used Twitter, 63.5% of minority participants 
also did X2(1 ,  n = 287) = 0.83,p = 0.77. In comparison, 48.7% of non-minority students 
followed the institutional account while 40. 9% of minority students did X2( 1 ,  n = 82) = 
1 .0 1 ,  p = 0.32. While no statistically significant difference was found between the mean 
averages comparing minority and non-minority student's reason for following the 
institutional Twitter account, the response to "learn about promotions" approached 
significance p = 0.04. This does not support the researcher's hypothesis that students of 
color would rank higher information sharing related statements than white peers. 
Table 4. 1 3  
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "! Follow {institution 's] Twitter 
to .. . " Comparing Non-Minority and Minority Students 
Minority Status n Mean SD SE I df !!. 
TW Events Non-minority 1 1 3 4.06 1 .00 0. 1 8  -1 .03 35.00 0.31 
Minority 66 4.50 0.55 0.22 
TW Promotions Non-minority 1 1 3 3.52 1 .09 0.2 -2.14 35.00 0.04 
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Minority 66 4.50 0.55 0.22 
TW Peers Non-minority 1 1 3 3.03 1 .33 0.24 -1 .67 35.00 0.10 
Minority 66 4.00 1 . 1 0  0.45 
TW Resources Non-minority 1 1 3  3.77 1 . 1 2  0.20 - 1 . 16  35.00 0.25 
Minority 66 4.33 0.82 0.33 
TW Student Activities Non-minority 1 1 3  4.13 1 .02 0. 1 8  -0.46 35.00 0.65 
Minority 66 4.33 0.82 0.33 
TW Connected Non-minority 1 1 3 3.87 1 .06 0.19 -0.27 35.00 0.79 
minority 66 4.00 1 . 1 0  0.45 
TW Staff Non-minority 1 1 3  2.65 1.25 0.23 -0.87 35.00 0.39 
Minority 66 3 .17 1.83 0.75 
TW Announcements Non-minority 1 1 3  4.13 1.04 0 . 19 - 1 .2 1  34.00 0.23 
Minority 66 4.67 0.52 0.21 
TW Questions Non-minority 1 1 3  2.74 1 .34 0.24 -0.15 35.00 0.88 
Minority 66 2.83 1 .60 0.65 
TW Feedback Non-Minority 1 1 3 2.77 1 .26 0.23 -0.40 35.00 0.70 
Minority 66 3.00 1.41 0.58 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
Why participants chose not to follow the institutional Twitter page did not have a 
statistically significant relationship in regards to minority status X2(3, n = 1 04) = 5.85, p 
= 0.1 19. The results on this Pearson Chi-Square test is displayed below in Table 4. 14. 
Table 4.14 
Reason Non-Minority Compared to Minority Participants do not Follow Institutional 
Twitter Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Non-
40 2 8 9 minority n 
% within MinorityStatus 67.80% 3.40% 13 .60% 15.30% 
% within WhynotlnstTW 59.70% 22.20% 72.70% 52.90% 
% of Total 38.50% 1 .90% 7.70% 8.70% 
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relationship was found between parental education and having a Twitter account. The 
majority of continuing-generation participants (61 %) have a Twitter account in 
comparison to 63% of first-generation participants X2(1,  n = 287) = 0.05,p = 0.82. 
Following the institutional Twitter account also did not have a significant relationship 
with parental education, with 47.4% of first-generation participants following the 
institution on Twitter in comparison to 43. 9% of continuing-generation participants X2(1, 
n = 82) = 0.22, p = 0.64. An independent t-test was also ran, which found that first-
generation status and why participants chose to follow the institutional Twitter account 
did not have a statistically significant relationship. The results of this analysis are 
displayed below in Table 4. 15.  
Table 4. 1 5  
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement " I  Follow {institution 's] Twitter 
to ... " Come.aring First and Continuing Generation Students 
Parental 
Education n Mean SD SE I df 12. 
TW Events Continuing 82 4. 13  1.09 0.27 -0.06 35.00 0.96 
First 97 4.14 0.85 0.19 
TW Promotions Continuing 82 3.50 1 .26 0.32 -0.86 35.00 0.40 
First 97 3.81 0.93 0.20 
TW Peers Continuing 82 3 . 19 1 .28 0.32 -0.01 35.00 1 .00 
First 97 3 . 19 1 .40 0.31 
TW Resources Continuing 82 3.81 1 .28 0.32 -0.25 35.00 0.80 
First 97 3.90 0.94 0.21 
TW Student Activities Continuing 82 4.06 1 . 1 8  0.30 -0.53 35.00 0.60 
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First 97 4.24 0.83 0. 18  
TW Connected Continuing 82 3.69 1 .20 0.30 -1 .04 35.00 0.31 
First 97 4.05 0.92 0.20 
TW Staff Continuing 82 2.56 1 .50 0.38 -0.65 35.00 0.52 
First 97 2.86 l.24 0.27 
TW Announcements Continuing 82 4.25 1 . 1 3  0.28 0 . 15  34.00 0.88 
First 97 4.20 0.89 0.20 
TW Questions Continuing 82 2.50 1.46 0.37 -1 .00 35.00 0.32 
First 97 2.95 1 .28 0.28 
TW Feedback Continuing 82 2.44 1 .36 0.34 -1 .60 35.00 0. 12 
First 97 3 . 10 1 . 14  0.25 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
A participant's parental education also appeared to have no impact on why a participant 
chose not to follow their institutional Twitter platform. The results of a Pearson Chi-
Square test displaying this data is provided below in Table 4.15  X2(3, n = I 04) = 2.19, p 
= 0.53. 
Table 4.16 
Reason First Compared to Continuing Generation Students do not Follow Institutional 
Twitter Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Continuing n 30 5 7 10 
% within Parenteducation 57.70% 9.60% 1 3 .50% 19.20% 
% within WhynotlnstTW 44.80% 55.60% 63.60% 58.80% 
% of Total 28.80% 4.80% 6.70% 9.60% 
First n 37 4 4 7 
% within Parenteducation 71 .20% 7.70% 7.70% 13 .50% 
% within WhynotlnstTW 55.20% 44.40% 36.40% 41 .20% 
% of Total 35.60% 3.80% 3.80% 6.70% 
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Instagram. 
Gender. Gender and whether a participant used Instagram was shown to have a 
strong statistical significance, with 85.3% of women using Instagram in comparison to 
63.8% of men. The results of this Chi-Square test are reproduced below X2(2, n = 286) = 
14.68,p = 0.001 .  
Table 4.17 
Percent of Women versus Men that Use lnstagram 
Yes No 
Female n 192 33 
% within Gender 85.30% 14.70% 
% within Instagramaccount 82.80% 6 1 . 1 0% 
% of Total 67.10% 1 1 .50% 
Male n 37 21 
% within Gender 63.80% 36.20% 
% within Instagramaccount 1 5.90% 38.90% 
% of Total 12.90% 7.30% 
A significant relationship was not found between gender and whether participants 
followed the institution on Instagram, 52.6% of women follow the institutional Instagram 
account in comparison to 43% of men X2(2, n = 232) = 3.93, p = 0.14. A statistically 
significant difference was not found between gender and the reasons why participants 
choose to follow an institution on Instagram. However, "to ask questions" did approach 
significance (p = 0.04) with men (M = 3.25, SD = 1 .44) ranking the statement higher on 
average than women (M = 2.48, SD = 1 .35). 
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Table 4 . 18  
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "I Follow [institution 's} lnstagram 
to .. . " Comparing Female and Male Students 
Gender n Mean SD SE t df !!. 
IG Events Female 10 1  4.02 1 .04 0. 10 0.71 1 1 5.00 0.48 
Male 1 6  3.81 1 .33 0.33 
JG Promotions Female 10 1  3.78 1 . 1 8  0 . 12 0.49 1 1 5.00 0.63 
Male 1 6  3.63 1.36 0.34 
JG Peers Female 10 1  3 . 14  1 .36 0.14 -0.64 1 1 5.00 0.53 
Male 1 6  3.38 1.50 0.38 
JG Resources Female 10 1  3.83 1.08 0. 1 1  -0.56 1 1 5.00 0.58 
Male 16  4.00 1 .4 1  0.35 
IG Student Activities Female 10 1  4. 1 1  0.94 0.09 0.86 1 1 5.00 0.39 
Male 16  3.88 1 .4 1  0.35 
JG Connected Female 101  3.96 1 .01 0. 1 0  - 1 .52 1 1 5.00 0. 13 
Male 16 4.38 1 .02 0.26 
IG Staff Female 100 2.70 1 .30 0. 1 3  - 1 .38 1 1 4.00 0. 1 7  
Male 1 6  3 . 1 9  1 .42 0.36 
IG Announcements Female 10 1  4.09 1 .05 0. 10 -0.57 1 1 5.00 0.57 
Male 1 6  4.25 1 .00 0.25 
IG Questions Female 1 0 1  2.48 1 .35 0.13 -2. 1 1  1 1 5.00 0.04 
Male 16  3.25 1.44 0.36 
IG Feedback Female 10 1  2.70 1 .36 0 . 14 - 1 .32 1 1 5.00 0. 1 9  
Male 16  3 . 19  1 .38 0.34 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, whfoh includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
The majority of participants, regardless of gender, indicated they chose not to follow their 
institution on lnstagram because they were unaware it existed. A statistical significance 
was not found between male and female respondents, this Chi-Square test was 
reproduced below in Table 4 . 19  X2(3, n = 1 1 8) = 3.99,p = 0.26. 
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Table 4. 1 9  
Reason Women Compared to Men do not Follow Institutional Instagram Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Female n 55 6 1 8  1 3  
% within Gender 59.80% 6.50% 1 9.60% 14.10% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 83.30% 60.00% 78.30% 68.40% 
% of Total 46.60% 5.10% 1 5.30% 1 1 .00% 
Male n 1 1  4 5 6 
% within Gender 42.30% 1 5.40% 1 9.20% 23. 1 0% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 1 6.70% 40.00% 21 .70% 3 1 .60% 
% of Total 9.30% 3.40% 4.20% 5 . 10% 
Race. No statistical difference was found in regards to minority status and the use 
of lnstagram, 81 .9% of non-minority participants use Instagram in comparison to 79.8% 
of minority participants X2(1 ,  n = 286) =0.18, p = 0.67. A strong statistical significance 
appeared when comparing following an institutional lnstagram and minority status, with 
63.8% of non-minority participants following to 30. l % of minority participants X2( 1 , n = 
232) = 24. 16,p = 0.00 1 .  The results of this Chi-Square are reproduced below in Table 
4.20. 
Table 4.20 
Percent of Minority versus Non-minority Participants that Follow Institutional lnstagram 
Yes No 
Non-minority n 95 54 
% within MinorityStatus 63.80% 36.20% 
% within Instlnstagram 79.20% 48.20% 
% of Total 40.90% 23.30% 
Minority n 25 58 
% within MinorityStatus 30. 1 0% 69.90% 
% within Instlnstagram 20.80% 5 1 .80% 
% of Total 10.80% 25.00% 
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No statistical difference was found between minority status and why participants 
followed their institution on Instagram, the results of this independent t-test are 
reproduced below in Table 4.21. 
Table 4.21 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "I Follow [institution 's] Instagram 
to .. . " Comparing Non-Minority and Minority Students 
Minority 
Status n Mean SD SE t df P. 
IG Events Non-minority 95 4.01 0.95 0. 10  0.30 29.72 0.77 
Minority 25 3.92 1 .44 0.29 
IG Promotions Non-minority 95 3.73 1 . 1 2  0.1 1 -0.73 1 1 8.00 0.47 
Minority 25 3.92 1.44 0.29 
IG Peers Non-minority 95 3 . 15  1.33 0.14 -0. 1 7  1 1 8.00 0.87 
Minority 25 3.20 1 .63 0.33 
IG Resources Non-minority 95 3.80 1 .05 0. 1 1  -0.96 1 1 8.00 0.34 
Minority 25 4.04 1 .34 0.27 
IG Student Activities Non-minority 95 4.02 0.96 0. 1 0  -1.33 1 1 8.00 0.19 
Minority 25 4.32 1 . 1 4  0.23 
IG Connected Non-minority 95 4.08 0.93 0. 10  1 .20 3 1 . 1 2  0.24 
Minority 25 3.76 1.27 0.25 
IG Staff Non-minority 94 2.67 1.25 0. 13  - 1 .25 1 1 7.00 0.21 
Minority 25 3.04 1.54 0.31 
I G Announcements Non-minority 95 4.08 0.94 0 . 10 -0.67 1 1 8.00 0.50 
Minority 25 4.24 1 .33 0.27 
IG Questions Non-minority 95 2.49 1 .3 1  0 .13 - 1 . 12  1 1 8.00 0.27 
Minority 25 2.84 1 .60 0.32 
IG Feedback Non-minority 95 2.65 1 .34 0.14 -1.52 1 1 8.00 0.13 
Minority 25 3 . 1 2  1 .45 0.29 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
While the reasons participants did not follow the institution's Instagram and 
minority status were not found to have a statistically significant relationship, the majority 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 66 
of participants indicated they were unaware of the account, regardless of race X2(3, n = 
1 1 8) =1 .87,p = 0.60. The results have been provided in Table 4.22 below. 
Table 4.22 
Reason Non-Minority Compared to Minority Students do not Follow Institutional 
lnstagram Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Non-
minority n 36 5 12 7 
% within MinorityStatus 60.00% 8.30% 20.00% 1 1 .70% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 54.50% 50.00% 52.20% 36.80% 
% of Total 30.50% 4.20% 1 0.20% 5.90% 
Minority n 30 5 1 1  12 
% within MinorityStatus 5 1 .70% 8.60% 1 9.00% 20.70% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 45.50% 50.00% 47.80% 63.20% 
% of Total 25.40% 4.20% 9.30% 10.20% 
First-Generation Status. First-generation participants use Instagram at a similar 
rate as continuing generation participants, 80.5% and 8 1 .8% respectively X2(1, n = 286) 
= 0.08, p = 0. 78. A similar lack of difference between these two groups was found in 
regards to following their institutional Instagram, with 53.2% of first-generation 
participants following the institution in comparison to 50% of continuing generation 
X2(1, n = 232) = 0.24,p = 0.62. While no statistically significant difference was found 
between parental education and why participants use lnstagram, "to provide feedback" 
approached statistical significance (p = 0.01 ). Continuing generation participants (M = 
2.41, SD = 1 .3 1 )  ranked this statement lower than their first-generation peers (M = 3.03, 
SD = 1.37). The results of this independent t-test are reported below in Table 4.23. 
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Table 4.23 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "1 Follow {institution 's] Jnstagram 
to ... " Comparing Continuing and First-Generation Students 
Parental 
Education n Mean SD SE t df E 
IG Events Continuing 54 3.98 0.96 0. 13  -0.09 1 1 8.00 0.93 
First 66 4.00 1 . 1 5  0.14 
IG Promotions Continuing 54 3.72 1 .20 0.16 -0.37 1 1 8.00 0.71 
First 66 3.80 1 . 1 8  0 . 15  
IG Peers Continuing 54 3 . 19  1 .39 0. 19 0 . 19 1 1 8.00 0.85 
First 66 3 . 14  1 .40 0 . 17  
I G Resources Continuing 54 3.78 1 . 1 1  0 . 15  -0.64 1 1 8.00 0.52 
First 66 3.91 1 . 1 2  0.14 
IG Student Activities Continuing 54 4.07 0.95 0 . 13  -0.09 1 1 8.00 0.93 
First 66 4.09 l .05 0.13 
IG Connected Continuing 54 4. 1 5  0.90 0.12 1.29 1 1 8.00 0.20 
First 66 3.91 1.09 0.13 
IG Staff Continuing 54 2.76 1.33 0.18 0.09 1 1 7.00 0.93 
First 65 2.74 1 .3 1  0. 16 
IG Announcements Continuing 54 4. 17 0.88 0.12 0.48 1 1 8.00 0.63 
First 66 4.08 1 . 1 4  0.14 
IG Questions Continuing 54 2.31 1 .3 1  0 . 18  -1.83 1 1 8.00 0.07 
First 66 2.77 1 .40 0 . 17  
IG Feedback Continuing 54 2.41 1 .3 1  0 . 18  -2.53 1 1 8.00 0.01 
First 66 3.03 1 .37 0 . 17  
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
A Chi-Square test of first-generation status and why participants chose not to follow their 
institutional Instagram did not yield statistically significant results, the results are 
provided below in Table 4.24 X2(3, n = 1 1 8) = 0.25,p = 0.96. 
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Table 4.24 
Reason First Compared to Continuing Generation Participants do not Follow 
Institutional Instagram Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Us�ful 
Continuing n 32 4 1 1  9 
% within Parenteducation 57. 1 0% 7.10% 1 9.60% 1 6. 1 0% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 48.50% 40.00% 47.80% 47.40% 
% of Total 27.10% 3.40% 9.30% 7.60% 
First n 34 6 12 1 0  
% within Parenteducation 54.80% 9.70% 19.40% 16 . 10% 
% within WhynotlnstIG 5 1 .50% 60.00% 52.20% 52.60% 
% of Total 28.80% 5 . 10% 10.20% 8.50% 
Snapchat. 
Gender. A statistically significant difference was found between the rate of use of 
Snapchat between women and men. Women more heavily use the platform (95%) in 
comparison to men (75%) X2{2, n = 284) = 22.54,p = 0.001 .  The results of this Chi-
Square test is reproduced below in Table 4.25. 
Table 4.25 
Percent of Women versus Men that Use Snapchat 
Yes No 
Female n 212 1 1  
% within Gender 95. 1 0% 4.90% 
% within Snapchataccount 82.20% 42.30% 
% of Total 74.60% 3.90% 
Male n 44 14 
% within Gender 75.90% 24.10% 
% within Snapchataccount 17.10% 53.80% 
% of Total 15.50% 4.90% 
A Chi-Square test revealed no statistically significant relationship between gender 
and following the institution's  Snapchat. With 47% of female respondents indicated the 
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followed the Snapchat account, 34% of male respondents did X2(2, n = 259) = 2.63, p = 
0.27. Although no statistically significant difference was found between gender and why 
participants followed the institution on Snapchat, the results of the independent t-test are 
provided below in Table 4.26. 
Table 4.26 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "/ Follow [institution 's} Snapchat 
to ... " Comparing Female and Male Students 
Gender n Mean SD SE I df !!. 
SC Events Female 101  4.38 1 .02 0. 10 1 .3 1  1 14.00 0.19 
Male 1 5 4.00 1 .20 0.31 
SC Promotions Female 1 00 4.02 1 .29 0 . 13  0.79 1 1 3.00 0.43 
Male 1 5  3.73 1 .44 0.37 
SC Peers Female 101  3.44 1 .44 0.14 -0.75 18.41 0.46 
Male 1 5 3.73 1 .44 0.37 
SC Resources Female 101  4. 1 0  1 . 1 0  0 . 1 1  -0. 1 1  1 14.00 0.91 
Male 1 5  4. 13  1 .25 0.32 
SC Student Activities Female 101 4.46 0.97 0. 1 0  1 . 14 1 14.00 0.26 
Male 15  4. 13  1.30 0.34 
SC Connected Female 1 0 1  4.26 1 . 1 2  0. 1 1  -0.25 1 14.00 0.81 
Male 1 5  4.33 1 . 1 1  0.29 
SC Staff Female 101  3.09 1 .33 0. 1 3 -0.30 1 14.00 0.77 
Male 1 5  3.20 1 .37 0.35 
SC Announcements Female 1 0 1  4.54 0.92 0.09 0.55 1 1 4.00 0.58 
Male 1 5  4.40 1 . 1 2  0.29 
SC Questions Female 101  2.81 1 .33 0 . 13  0.03 1 1 4.00 0.98 
Male 1 5  2.80 1 .47 0.38 
SC Feedback Female 101  2.73 1 .28 0 . 13  0 . 18  1 1 4.00 0.86 
Male 1 5  2.67 1 .45 0.37 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
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Why a participant chose not to follow the institution on Snapchat was not shown to have 
a statistically significant relationship with gender, provided in Table 4.27. 
Table 4.27 
Reason Women Compared to Men do not Follow Institutional Snapchat Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Female n 72 I O  1 6  14  
% within Gender 64.30% 8.90% 14.30% 12.50% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 81 .80% 71 .40% 80.00% 70.00% 
% of Total 50.70% 7.00% 1 1 .30% 9.90% 
Male n 16  4 3 6 
% within Gender 55.20% 1 3.80% 10.30% 20.70% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 1 8.20% 28.60% 1 5.00% 30.00% 
% of Total 1 1 .30% 2.80% 2.10% 4.20% 
Race. Using a Chi-Square test, no significant relationship was found between 
minority status and having a personal Snapchat account. While 90.1 % of non-minority 
participants reported having a Snapchat, 92.4% of minority participants also did X2( 1 ,  n = 
284) = 0.33, p = 0.56. Minority status however did have a statistically significant 
relationship with whether a participant followed the institutional Snapchat account, the 
results of this Chi-Square are reproduced below in Table 4.25 X2(1, n = 259) = 5.34,p = 
0.02. 
Table 4.28 
Percent of Non-Minority vs Minority participants that follow their Institutional Snapchat 
Non-minority n 
% within MinorityStatus 
% within InstSnapchat 
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Minority n 34 61 
% within MinorityStatus 35.80% 64.20% 
% within InstSnapchat 29.10% 43.00% 
% of Total 1 3. 10% 23.60% 
No statistically significant relationship emerged from an independent t-test comparing 
mean scores of why non-minority versus minority participants follow their institutional 
Snapchat. The results of this test have been reproduced below in Table 4.29. 
Table 4.29 
Rate Your Agreement with the Following Statement "I Follow [institution 's} Snapchat 
to ... " Comparing Non-minority and Minority Students 
Minority 
Status n Mean SD SE df !!. 
SC Events Non-minority 83 4.31 1 . 14  0.12 0.09 -0.32 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 4.38 0.78 0. 13  
SC Promotions Non-minority 82 3.84 1 .39 0. 15  0.02 - 1 .76 78.74 
minority 34 4.26 1 .08 0.19 
SC Peers Non-minority 83 3.37 1 .45 0.16 0.65 - 1 .34 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 3.76 1 .37 0.24 
SC Resources Non-minority 83 4.05 1 . 1 6  0 . 13  0.73 -0.96 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 4.26 0.99 0. 17 
SC Student Activities Non-minority 83 4.35 1 . 1 0  0.12 0. 1 3  - 1 . 1 5  1 1 5.00 
minority 34 4.59 0.78 0. 13  
SC Connected Non-minority 83 4.28 1 .07 0.12 0.21 0.06 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 4.26 1 .21  0.21 
SC Staff Non-minority 83 3.00 1 .33 0 . 15  0.67 - 1 .42 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 3.38 1 .30 0.22 
SC Announcements Non-minority 83 4.48 1 .00 0. 1 1  0.26 -0.86 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 4.65 0.77 0. 13  
SC Questions Non-minority 83 2.77 1.42 0.16 0.03 -0.32 72.97 
minority 34 2.85 1 . 1 8  0.20 
SC Feedback Non-minority 83 2.63 1 .30 0.14 0.50 - 1 .08 1 1 5.00 
minority 34 2.91 1.29 0.22 
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Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
A statistically significant relationship was not found between minority status and why 
participants chose not to follow the institution on Snapchat, as shown in Table 4.30 below 
X2(3, n = 142) = 6.96,p = 0.07. 
Table 4.30 
Reason Non-Minority Compared to Minority Students do not Follow Institutional 
Snape hat Account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Useful 
Non-
Minority n 50 7 1 6  8 
% within MinorityStatus 61 .70% 8.60% 19.80% 9.90% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 56.80% 50.00% 80.00% 40.00% 
% of Total 35.20% 4.90% 1 1 .30% 5.60% 
Minority n 38 7 4 12 
% within MinorityStatus 62.30% 1 1 .50% 6.60% 19.70% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 43.20% 50.00% 20.00% 60.00% 
% of Total 26.80% 4.90% 2.80% 8.50% 
First-Generation Status. First-generation status was not found to have a 
statistically significant relationship with whether a participant used Snapchat. A Chi-
Square test determined that 89.3% of continuing generation participants used Snapchat in 
comparison to 90.8% of first-generation X2( 1 ,  n = 284) = 0.69,p = 0.41. First-generation 
status also did not have a relationship with following an institutional Snapchat account, 
with 44.9% of continuing generation participants reporting they followed the account in 
comparison to 45.4% of first-generation X2( 1 ,  n = 259) = 0.01,p = 0.94. 
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An independent t-test analyzing the relationship between first-generations status 
and why participants follow their institutional Snapchat found one statistically significant 
relationship and two that approached significance. First-generation participants more 
strongly agreed that they followed Snapchat to "interact with peers" (M = 3.84, SD = 
1 .36) than continuing generation participants (M = 3.06, SD = 1 .42), p = 0.001. First-
generation participants also rated "feeling connected" higher (M = 4.50, SD = 0.91) than 
continuing-generation participants (M = 4.00, SD = 0.91 ), p = 0.02. Finally, first-
generation participants also ranked "provide feedback" higher (M = 2.92, SD = 1 .37) 
than continuing-generation (M = 2.45, SD = 1 . 17),p = 0.05. 
Table 4.31 
Rate your agreement with the following statement "I follow {institution 's} Snapchat 
to ... " averages relationship with.first-generation status 
Parental 
Education n Mean SD SE I df l!.. 
SC Events Continuing 53 4.23 1 . 1 0  0.15 -1 .01 1 1 5.00 0.32 
First 64 4.42 0.99 0.12 
SC Promotions Continuing 53 3.83 1 .38 0. 19 -1 .01 1 14.00 0.31 
First 63 4.08 1.26 0 . 16 
SC Peers Continuing 53 3.06 1.42 0.20 -3.06 1 1 5.00 0.001 
First 64 3.84 1 .36 0. 17  
SC Resources Continuing 53 4.00 1 . 1 3  0. 1 5  -0.98 1 1 5.00 0.33 
First 64 4.20 1 . 1 0  0. 14  
SC Student Activities Continuing 53 4.32 1 .05 0.14 -0.95 1 1 5.00 0.35 
First 64 4.50 0.99 0.12 
SC Connected Continuing 53 4.00 1 .27 0.17 -2.40 91 .76 0.02 
First 64 4.50 0.91 0.1 1 
SC Staff Continuing 53 2.92 1.34 0 . 18  - 1 .39 1 1 5.00 0. 17 
First 64 3.27 1 .31  0.16 
SC Announcements Continuing 53 4.47 0.99 0.14 -0.61 1 1 5.00 0.55 
First 64 4.58 0.91 0. 1 1  
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SC Questions Continuing 53 2.55 1 .32 0.18 -1 .83 1 1 5.00 0.07 
First 64 3.00 1.35 0.17 
SC Feedback Continuing 53 2.45 1 . 1 7  0.16 -1 .97 1 1 5.00 0.05 
First 64 2.92 1.37 0. 17 
Note. Mean indicates level of agreement on a five-point scale. A copy of the instrument 
used is provided in Appendix A, which includes the full statement provided to 
participants. 
No statistically significant difference was found between parental education and why 
participants chose not to follow the institution on Snapchat. The results of this Chi-
Square are reproduced below in Table 4.31 X2(3, n = 142) = 4.99,p = 0.17.  
Table 4.32 
Gender impact on reasons for not following institutional Snapchat account 
Not Did not want Not 
Unaware Relevant on feed Usefid 
Continuing n 35 8 1 3  9 
% within Parenteducation 53.80% 12.30% 20.00% 13.80% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 39.80% 57.10% 65.00% 45.00% 
% of Total 24.60% 5.60% 9.20% 6.30% 
First n 53 6 7 1 1  
% within Parenteducation 68.80% 7.80% 9.10% 14.30% 
% within WhynotlnstSC 60.20% 42.90% 35.00% 55.00% 
% of Total 37.30% 4.20% 4.90% 7.70% 
Summary 
This survey found that participants use social media most regularly in the 
following order: Facebook, Snapchat, Instagram and Twitter. Participants are most likely 
to follow their institution on Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, and then Twitter. 
Participants indicated they spent the most time on Snapchat, followed by Instagram, 
Facebook, and then Twitter. Regardless of platform, participants' most common reason 
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for not following their institution's account was because they were unaware the account 
existed. Participants that did follow those accounts chose to do so in order to learn about 
events, resources/ services, student activities and read campus announcements. 
When comparing gender, race, and first-generation status to social media use 
statistically significant differences emerge. Women were more likely to indicate they 
used Instagram and Snapchat than men. The majority of minority students indicated they 
do not follow their institution on Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat. Women follow 
their institution on Twitter to see information about events and student activities. First­
generation students rank providing feedback to their institution on Instagram and 
interacting with peers on Snapchat higher than their continuing-generation peers. 
Chapter five discusses the implications of these findings and future recommended 
research on this topic. 
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CHAPTER V 
Discussion 
The purpose of this research was to discover what social media platforms students 
were using both personally and as a tool to interact with their institution. In addition, the 
researcher wanted to see if there was a significant difference among students in who was 
following the institution's official social media accounts and the reasons that they chose 
to either follow or not to follow. Differences among gender, race, and first-generation 
status were considered and compared to personal use and the decision to follow the 
institution on Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and Snapchat. This chapter will discuss the 
findings of this study, its relevance to previous literature, limitations, and 
recommendations for future practice and research. 
RQ 1 :  What institutional and personal social media accounts/platforms do 
undergraduate students use with the most frequency? 
Pew Research Center (2018) found 68% of Americans use Facebook, 35% 
Instagram, 27% Snapchat, and 24% Twitter. In comparison, participants in this study 
indicated that 89.3% of them used Facebook, 80% used lnstagram, 89% used Snapchat, 
and 82% used Twitter. The difference in social media use between undergraduate college 
students in this study and the general population's level is substantial. Among the 
participants, the use of Snapchat specifically nearly matched the use of Facebook in the 
number of users on the platform which is a substantial difference between college 
students and the general population. 
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Another significant characteristic of college student social media use is the 
amount of minutes per day spent on the different platfonns. Ruud (2013) noted an 
increase between minutes per day spent on Facebook between his study and Ellison, 
Steinfield, and Lampe's (2007) study from the low end of 1 0  to 30 minutes to the high 
end of 3 1  to 60 minutes All platforms showed an increase in comparison to Ellision, 
Steinfield, and Lampe's (2007) study, however all but Snapchat scored lower than the 
findings in Ruud's (2013) study. On Snapchat participants indicated they spent the low 
end of 1 to 2 hours per day on the platform. However, it is important to consider that as 
users increase the number of social media platforms they are on, they may decrease their 
use of any one specific platform. Since previous studies only focused on the use of 
Facebook, it is difficult to say how changing preferences and the introduction of other 
platforms has impacted total minutes per day use by students. 
While previous research has addressed the prevalence of Facebook as a social 
media platform, this research indicates that just as many college students are on Snapchat 
and are actually spending the majority of their social media time there. What social media 
platforms students are using and how much time they spend on them should influence the 
time and effort institutional social media administrators spend trying to connect with 
them online. Snapchat especially should not be ignored by social media administrators 
and student affairs professionals when building campaigns to target students. 
Professionals should adjust their social media tactics to embrace the strengths of this 
platform when using it: strong photo/video capabilities, time students spend on platform, 
and the limited time posts are available to followers. 
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Participants who indicated they did not follow institutional social media, 
regardless of platform, for one common reason: lack of awareness. This informs 
professionals in the field that a different marketing strategy does not necessarily need to 
be created for each platform in order to increase followership. Overall, social media 
administrators are not giving enough attention to making students aware of the existence 
of institutional social media accounts. 
RQ 2: In what ways do undergraduate students use social media to impact their 
college experience? 
While Alhabasha and Ma (2017) found differences between why college students 
used different social media platforms, this survey found little difference between why 
participants follow their institution's official accounts on different social media 
platforms. As shown in the figure below, when the mean averages for rankings are 
displayed in order of highest to lowest the figure looks nearly identical across each 
platform, with a few exceptions: Facebook and events and Snapchat and providing 
feedback. The number one ranking of "learn about events on campus" on Facebook is 
possibly due to the ability to create events on Facebook, a capability not provided on the 
other social media platforms discussed. At the institution where this research took place, 
Snapchat was frequently taken over by students and alumni, which may have made 
participants less likely to provide feedback through this platform. 
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Figure 5.1  
Ranked List of Reasons to Follow Institutional Platform, Highest to Lowest 
Rank Face book Twitter Insta2ram Snapchat 
learn about 
1 events on campus campus campus 
campus announcements announcements announcements 
2 campus learn about learn about learn about announcements student activities student activities student activities 
learn about learn about feel connected to learn about 3 student activities events on institution events on campus campus 
feel connected to feel connected to learn about feel connected to 4 institution institution events on institution campus 
learn about learn about learn about learn about 
5 services/ services/ services/ services/ 
resources resources resources resources 
6 learn about learn about learn about learn about promotions promotions promotions promotions 
7 interact with interact with interact with interact with peers peers peers peers 
8 provide feedback provide feedback provide feedback interact with staff/ faculty 
9 interact with ask questions interact with ask questions staff/ faculty staff/ faculty 
1 0  ask questions interact with ask questions provide feedback staff/ faculty 
These rankings demonstrate that students follow their institution primarily to gain 
information about events, student activities, and campus announcements. This is 
prioritized over feeling connected to the institution, asking questions, and learning about 
resources. Of particular interest is that the lowest rated options were all using social 
media for active interaction: providing feedback and interacting with staff and peers. This 
should inform the types of posts and campaigns that professionals create. Social media 
tactics that ask for followers to actively engage with the account will likely fall flat, since 
followers are looking instead to passively collect information from the platform. 
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This finding aligns with the previous research that indicated that information 
collecting is a social media phenomenon and extends this phenomenon to include all 
social media platforms, not just Facebook (Brech et al. 2017; Stutzman, 201 1 ;  Vitak and 
Ellison, 2012). This data also indicates that students do not just collect information from 
their friends, they follow their institution's  official social media accounts to seek this 
information as well. While Baird & Parasnis (201 1 )  found in their study that consumers 
most valued discounts and purchases, participants in this study ranked "learn about 
promotions" much lower than information related statements. 
As higher education professionals look to use Relationship Marketing Theory to 
guide their marketing practices, they should keep in mind that students look to social 
media to passively collect information, not actively engage with the institution on the 
platform. This means professionals will likely not be successful with campaigns that ask 
for active participation from their followers. Instead, professionals should capitalize on 
the fact that their followers do look to their social media platforms as a timely source of 
information about campus. Social media can be used as a powerful tool to encourage 
students to attend events and engage in student activities, but it can also be used other 
informational posts as well. Social media is a strong tool that should be part of an 
institution's emergency preparedness communication plan. Whether it is inclement 
weather, internet outages, or other important announcements, students look to social 
media for campus information. However, these campus announcements should be timely 
in order to be effective, posts should go out as soon as administrators are aware of a 
problem or concern. This may require adding staff to social media pages that do not 
generally have access. 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 81  
RQ 3:  How are marginalized student populations using institutional social media in 
comparison to their majority peers? 
Gender. Previous research has shown that women are more likely than men to 
use social media in general, specifically on Pinterest, Facebook, Instagram and Snapchat 
(Pew Research Center, 2018). Women also reported higher use in the study than men on 
every platform, with a statically significant difference on both Instagram and Snapchat. 
However, no statistical difference was found between men and women on whether they 
followed the institution's social media accounts. This means that more women are 
present on social media, and therefore on institutional social media as well. However, this 
is due to the relationship between gender and social media, not gender and institutional 
social media. 
Differences in why men and women follow institutional social media was found 
only to be statistically significant on one platform: Twitter. Learning about events and 
student activities on Twitter were both rated higher by women than men. Instead, men 
ranked "feel connected to [institution]" highest. No previous research has indicated a 
reason for the difference in why women use Twitter in comparison to men however 
future research should focus on determining the reason for this difference. 
Since gender does not impact whether students follow an institution, professionals 
do not need to create separate campaigns to entice different genders to follow them on 
their platform. However, professionals should adapt their Twitter posts to include content 
that helps followers feel connected to the institution in addition to informational posts, 
since informational posts are not as popular with men as women on this platform. 
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Race. While no significant difference was found among different racial groups 
regarding the participants overall use of social media platforms, there were significant 
differences when it came to the participants' decision to follow the institution's official 
social media accounts. Minority students are less likely to follow their institution on 
Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat than their white peers. Considering that interactions 
with institutional social media is an indicator of the overall relationship quality and can 
help students transition to college, this difference should concern student affairs 
professionals (Clark et al. 2016; Stutzman, 201 1). 
However, it is not clear why students of racial minority are not following the 
institution. No statistical difference was found between minority and non-minority 
students and why they do not follow their institution's social media accounts. Differences 
between why minority and nonminority students follow social media only approached 
significance. The fact that racial minorities follow their institution at lower levels is 
concerning, but without additional research to determine the cause, it is not clear why this 
discrepancy exists. 
Professionals need to create social media campaigns that speak to the minority 
student experience and provide information that is relevant to it. Additionally, 
considering lack of awareness was consistent across all platforms, administrators should 
ask themselves if they are promoting their social media in spaces where students of color 
are. Professionals should consider reaching out to student organizations that represent 
students of color and ask what information they would like to see shared on institutional 
social media accounts. Holidays, anniversaries, events, and fundraisers that are shared by 
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minority student organizations' social media accounts could also be shared by the 
institution. 
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First-generation status. Whether a student was first-generation or not had no 
impact on the reasons why they personally used a social media platform or followed their 
institution's official accounts. However, some differences appeared in why first­
generation students follow their institution as first-generation students ranked connecting 
with peers on Snapchat higher. As discussed in chapter II, social capital can be built 
through social media use and can help students better understand the norms of college 
through access to resources and increase feelings of support and belonging (Dika & 
Singh, 2002; Ruud, 201 3  ). Giving first-generation followers the chance to interact with 
their peers on Snapchat, a heavily visual platform, may more effectively help 
communicate these norms, resources, and support. 
Recommendations for Professionals 
1. Do not assume your students know about your social media platforms. The 
vast majority of participants indicated that the reason that they did not follow their 
institution on each social media platform was because they were unaware it existed, not 
because they were not interested or the content was not relevant. With the majority of 
students and institutions on social media it is easy to assume that students would search 
for their institution on their preferred social media platform. This is not the case. 
Institutions need to more actively promote their institutional social media to students 
beyond having the social media platform's logo on in the comer of a website or a poster. 
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2. Meet students where they are at. Snapchat is popular among college students, 
89% of participants use this application and 56.5% spend one hour or more on it every 
day. When communication and social media plans are being formed, attention should be 
paid to how the institution is using platforms beyond Facebook and Twitter, specifically 
Snapchat, to interact with the student body. Engaging students on this platform may take 
creative marketing strategies to find ways to share information on a highly visual and 
short message platform. Snapchat is not as business friendly as other social media 
platforms where posts can be scheduled in advance allowing for greater planning and 
management so administrators must take this into consideration when using this platform. 
As new social media platforms continue to be created and gain popularity, higher 
education professionals need to consider having an institutional presence there. 
3. Provide content to build bonds. Building bonds with customers is at the heart 
of Relationship Marketing theory (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007). This study indicates 
that students are not interested in actively building those bonds with the social media 
page itself by interacting with it. Rather, students look to passively gather information 
about their institution that will help them to become more engaged on their own. 
Professionals should frame their social media posts and campaigns in this context and ask 
themselves, "How will my posts give students the tools to build relationships with this 
campus and the people on it?" Students want information to help them build the bonds 
with real people, not build a bond through social media platforms or brands. It is also 
important to consider that while participants indicated similar reasons for following each 
platform, how these messages are communicated still needs to be adjusted based on the 
strengths of each platform. 
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4. Consider diversity. Professionals should keep in mind that according to the 
data presented, institutional posts on Facebook, Instagram, and Snapchat are reaching 
nonminority students at a higher frequency than minority students. Professionals must ask 
themselves if the content provided on their social media platforms is inclusive, provides 
information that communities of color are interested in, and speaks to their unique college 
experience. Higher education marketing and visual diversity have a complex relationship 
and while marketing materials should be inclusive of a wide variety of visual diversity, 
studies have found that universities can over-represent diverse students in marketing 
materials, particularly black students, which raises concerns of dishonesty among their 
students, both prospective and actual (Pippert, Essenburg, & Matchett, 2013). Ensuring 
institutions build meaningful relationships with students of color is an issue that higher 
education is still tackling in every aspect of the college experience. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
• Continue to explore the racial differences between minority and 
nonminority students' choice to follow their institution's official social 
media accounts. Focusing on a specific minority population or using 
qualitative data may provide new insight into why they appear to be 
following their institution at lower numbers. 
• Replication of this study on other social media platforms with 
departmental accounts and at different institutional types. Considering the 
rapidly changing nature of this topic, replication is essential for keeping 
research up to date. 
STUDENT USE OF INSTITUTIONAL SOCIAL MEDIA 86 
• Building a relationship begins before a student enrolls and continues after 
they graduate. Future research could work to understand why prospective 
students, community members, or alwnni follow institutional social media 
accounts and what content they are looking for. 
Conclusion 
There are still minoritized groups in higher education that are not given the 
support to succeed at the same rate as their minority peers. As higher education embraces 
social media as a way to communicate with their students, higher education professionals 
must work to ensure that the communities created are inclusive to all students (Tinto & 
Pusser, 2006). Previous researchers expressed optimism that social media can be used to 
help bridge gaps in information and relationships that minoritized groups face (Gray et 
al., 2013; Ruud, 2013). This study found that women and first-generation students are 
following their institution equally compared to their majority peers, but the same cannot 
be said for students with a non-majority ethnic identity. This needs to be addressed in 
future research and communication strategies. 
While social media can be a great tool to share information with students, 
professionals need to be ready to commit to the work that comes with it. They need to 
commit to keeping up with its rapid changes, commit to creating content that is 
meaningful to all student populations, and commit to advertising the institution's 
presence on the platform. Most of all, professionals need to be ready and willing to 
relinquish control and be eager to listen to what students want. Students have the power 
on social media, they can unfollow or follow in an instant. 
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Appendix A 
Q 1 You have been invited to participate in a research study conducted by Hayley Hanger 
a graduate student in the College Student Affairs program at [INSTITUTION]. You are 
being asked to participate because you have been identified as an [INSTITUTION] 
student who resides on campus. The purpose of this study is to examine student use of 
social media at [INSTITUTION]. The survey should take approximately 12  minutes to 
complete. Your participation is voluntary and you can withdrawal at any time without 
penalty. By participating, you will be entered into a drawing for a $50 for a Dining Dollar 
gift card. We will use your email for the purpose of randomly selecting a winner for the 
gift card. Your email will not be linked to your answers and will only be used in the 
future if you have won the gift card. Your involvement in this research will be kept 
confidential. Any responses you share will not specifically be associated with you. Group 
data from this research project will be shared with administrators on campus to promote 
improvements within programs, fees, and services. We appreciate your participation in 
this study and thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions about this 
research, you may contact the researcher, Hayley Hanger at hehanger@[institution].edu. 
QI  Do you wish to continue? 
Yes ( 1)  
No (2) 
Skip To: End of Survey If You have been invited to participate in a research study 
conducted by Hayley Hanger a graduate st... = No 
Q2 Gender: What is your gender? 
Q3 Age: What is your age? 
Skip To: End of Survey If Age: What is your age? < 1 8  
Q4 Ethnicity origin (or Race): Please specify your ethnicity. 
i.e. Black, Multiracial, White, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Asian 
Q5 Parent education: Has one of your parents/ guardians received a bachelors degree? 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Q6 Do you have a Facebook account? 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q9 If Do you have a Facebook account? = No 
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Q7 In the past week, on average, approximately how much time per day do you spend on 
Facebook? 
Less than 1 0  minutes ( 1 )  
10-30 minutes (2) 
3 1 -60 minutes (3) 
1-2 hours (4) 
2-3 hours (5) 
More than 3 hours ( 6) 
Q8 Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Facebook (@iam[institution]) 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: QIO If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Facebook (@iam[institution]) = Yes 
Skip To: Q9 If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Facebook (@iam[institution]) = No 
Q9 Why do you not follow [INSTITUTION] on Facebook? 
Select all that apply. 
I was unaware it existed ( 1 )  
The content is not relevant to me (2) 
I do not want to see this content on my feed (3) 
I do not find it useful ( 4) 
Display This Question: 
If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Facebook (@iam[institution]) = Yes 
QIO  Rate your agreement "I follow [INSTITUTION]'s Facebook to ... " 
learn about 
events on 




































ask questions (9) 
provide feedback 
(10) 
Q 1 1  Do you have a Twitter account? 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q 1 6  If Do you have a Twitter account? = No 
100 
Q 12 In the past week, on average, approximately how much time per day do you spend 
on Twitter? 
Less than 1 0  minutes ( 1 )  
10-30 minutes (2) 
3 1 -60 minutes (3) 
1-2 hours (4) 
2-3 hours (5) 
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More than 3 hours ( 6) 
Q13  Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Twitter (@[institution]) 
Yes ( 1)  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q l 5  If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Twitter (@[institution]) = Yes 
Skip To: Q l 4  If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Twitter (@[institution]) = No 
Q l 4  Why do you not follow [INSTITUTION] on Twitter? 
Select all that apply. 
I was unaware it existed ( 1 )  
The content is not relevant to me (2) 
I do not want to see this content on my feed (3) 
I do not find it useful ( 4) 
Display This Question: 
If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Twitter (@[institution]) = Yes 
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ask questions (9) 
provide feedback 
( 1 0) 
Q 1 6  Do you have an Instagram account 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q21 If Do you have an Instagram account = No 
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Q 1 7  In the past week, on average, approximately how much time per day do you spend 
on Instagram? 
Less than 1 0 minutes ( 1 )  
10-30 minutes (2) 
3 1 -60 minutes (3) 
1-2 hours (4) 
2-3 hours (5) 
More than 3 hours (6) 
Ql8 Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Instagram (@[institution]) 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q20 If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Instagram (@[institution]) = Yes 
Skip To: Ql  9 If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on lnstagram (@[institution]) = No 
Q19  Why do you not follow [INSTTTl JTION] on Instagram? 
Select all that apply. 
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I was unaware it existed ( 1 )  
The content is not relevant to me (2) 
I do not want to see this content on my feed (3) 
I do not find it useful (4) 
Display This Question: 
If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Instagram (@[institution]) = Yes 
Q20 Rate your agreement "I follow [INSTITUTION]'s Instagram to ... " 
learn about 
events on 
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ask questions (9) 
provide feedback 
( 10) 
Q2 l Do you have a Snapchat account? 
Yes ( 1 )  
No (2) 
Skip To: End of Block If Do you have a Snapchat account? = No 
104 
Q22 In the past week, on average, approximately how much time per day do you spend 
on Snapchat? 
Less than I 0 minutes ( 1 )  
10-30 minutes (2) 
3 1 -60 minutes (3) 
1-2 hours (4) 
2-3 hours (5) 
More than 3 hours ( 6) 
Q23 Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Snapchat (@[institution]) 
Yes ( 1)  
No (2) 
Skip To: Q25 If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Snapchat (@weare[institution]) = 
Yes 
Skip To: Q24 If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Snapchat (@weare[institution]) = 
No 
Q24 Why do you not follow [INSTITUTION] on Snapchat? 
Select all that apply. 
I was unaware it existed ( 1 )  
The content is not relevant to me (2) 
I do not want to see this content on my feed (3) 
I do not find it useful (4) 
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Display This Question: 
If Do you follow [INSTITUTION] on Snapchat (@[institution]) = Yes 
Q25 Rank your agreement "I follow [INSTITUTION]'s Snapchat to . . .  " 
learn about 
events on 
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Q26 Thank you for completing the survey. Please enter your email for a chance to win a 
$50 Dining Dollar gift card. Your email will not be linked to your answers and will only 
be used in the future to notify you if you have won the gift card. 
